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Abstract
A Community Cultural Wealth Perspective: Black and Latino Families’ Experiences in NYC
Gifted Programs
by
Jennifer Cosme
Advisor: Elissa F. Brown, Ph.D.
Black and Latino K-12 students are largely underrepresented and underperform on standardized
assessments in gifted programs compared to their White and Asian peers. The reasons for these
differences in recruitment and retention of Black and Latino K-12 students have been attributed
to a culturally biased admissions process and the lack of a culturally responsive curriculum
framework for students of color. Nevertheless, a small minority of Black and Latino students are
successful in K-12 gifted programs. Yet, little is understood about the factors that account for
their success and the degree to which families are involved in their child’s success. Using Tara
Yosso’s community cultural wealth framework as a theoretical lens, this mixed-methods study
examined how families navigate and overcome these institutional barriers inherent in gifted
programs, and which forms of Yosso’s (2005) framework were employed. The results of this
study revealed that aspirational capital was the strongest form of capital leveraged across
ethnicities/races. However, Black parents employed resistant capital at higher levels than White
families. Additionally, single-family households and larger family sizes displayed higher levels
of community cultural wealth than two-parent households or smaller sized families. The
qualitative results from semistructured interviews expanded on these findings and revealed that
Black and Latino parents’ critical consciousness, strategic planning, and act of cultivating strong
networks equipped them with the knowledge to navigate the admissions process for their child’s
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gifted program and empowered them to leverage their community cultural wealth to support their
child to persist in a gifted program.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The plight of historically marginalized groups seeking equitable educational outcomes
has been a longstanding battle in the educational and political arena. Historically marginalized
groups refer to racial/ethnic groups who have been adversely affected by institutional policies
and practices that preclude access to societal opportunities dominated by middle class, White
culture (Omi & Winant, 2014). Although Brown v. Board of Education legally declared the
segregation of schools based on race unequal and unjust 67 years ago, the educational system
presently still upholds practices that negatively impact Black and Latino students (Ford, 2014;
Michael-Chadwell, 2011). Although some of these practices may be inadvertent at best, the
systemic bias inherent in the educational system places students of color and students in poverty
in a position of disadvantage and state of perpetual discord. As a result, students not only
struggle to defy stereotypes, but also grapple with negotiating their identities in school
environments that uphold the mainstream dominant culture (Ford, 2014). One of the most glaring
examples of remnants of a segregated society impacting students of color are gifted programs.
The nomination, identification, and retention practices upheld in gifted programs have
historically marginalized students of color and inadequately supported their ability to thrive
academically (Borland, 2004; Hodges et al., 2018). This social injustice has resulted in the
underrepresentation and underachievement of Black and Latino students in gifted programs
across socioeconomic statuses (Castellano & Frazier, 2010; Ford, 2014; Grissom & Redding,
2015).
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Background of Problem and Rationale
The need for a policy for identifying gifted students originally emerged from the Marland
Report issued in 1972, which uncovered the lack of existing services for gifted students. The
report portrayed the gifted as having special needs who can “suffer from permanent impairment”
if deprived of special services (Marland, 1972, p. 3). The damaging effects of historically
underserving this special population has been most detrimental for Black and Latino students
(Ford, 2014). Aside from being grossly underrepresented in gifted programs, Black and Latino
students who perform academically at the highest levels still demonstrate racial/ethnic
performance disparities between their White and Asian counterparts as measured by standardized
exams such as the National Assessment of Educational Progress (Plucker et al., 2010).
Although the Marland (1972) report recognized the need to establish identification
measures for gifted students to provide appropriate services, the federal government prioritized
its attention in a different direction. When the No Child Left Behind legislation was enacted in
2002, struggling students officially became a national focus, whereas gifted students were not
explicitly mentioned in the legislation because bringing students up to “proficiency” was the
focus. While national attention towards gifted students retreated further away from the spotlight,
the issue of underrepresentation and academic achievement disparities continued to fester for
Black and Latino students. Underrepresentation refers to the discrepancy between the number of
students represented in gifted education compared to the number of students represented in a
school district (Ford, 2014). This issue is further complicated by the fact that Black and Latino
students tend to be overrepresented in lower-performing schools with less resources (Kena et al.,
2016). This dilemma further impedes Black and Latino students from access to the rigorous
educational opportunities to excel at their highest potential.
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Although the National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) advocates for nonbiased
identification procedures and program implementation practices that are inclusive of supporting
students from diverse backgrounds in gifted programs, these guidelines fall short in practice for
several reasons. First, each state is allowed to devise its own definition for giftedness and
implement its own policy for identifying and designing gifted programs (NAGC & Council of
State Directors of Programs for the Gifted, 2005). This hinders a systematic effort to address the
needs of gifted learners at a national level. Second, intelligence tests are predominately used to
identify gifted students, which does not always capture the latent gifts and talents of Black and
Latino students (Hodges et al., 2018).
In an attempt to develop a uniform screening process for gifted students, the New York
City Department of Education (NYCDOE) instituted standardized admissions exams to identify
gifted students who qualify for district and citywide gifted programs, depending on available
seats in 2008. Since this time, the school system administered two psychometric tools, the
Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test and Otis-Lennon School Ability Test, as screeners for admission
to their 94 gifted programs. These gifted programs are comprised of both district and citywide
gifted programs. Students scoring within the 90% percentile rank or above are eligible for
admission priority for gifted programs in their local neighborhood district. These programs
include self-contained gifted classes with other nongifted classes per grade level. On the other
hand, all applicants must score in the 97% percentile rank or above to be eligible for the six
citywide gifted programs. These gifted programs are schoolwide with all students identified as
gifted on each grade level. The method of relying on a single score for identifying gifted learners
has perpetuated racial inequities as 70% of the population of gifted students are White and Asian
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despite the fact that these students only account for 30% of the New York City public school
population (Roda & Kafka, 2019).
Additionally, the lengthy admissions process for gifted programs in New York City
public schools demands several responsibilities from parents. According to the NYCDOE
(2020b) website, parents must initiate the application process by expressing interest for their
child to attend a gifted program, register for the admissions exam, chaperone their child to a
testing site to take the gifted admissions exam, tour gifted programs of interest possibly outside
their immediate neighborhood or borough, and follow up on acceptance offers to gifted programs
in person. The extensive time commitment required of parents to navigate the admissions process
coupled with other sociodemographic factors have been found to hinder diversity in gifted
programs. Lu and Weinberg (2016) asserted that students residing in neighborhoods with a high
concentration of (a) Blacks and Latinos, (b) neighbors lacking college degrees, and (c) families
that qualify for free lunch in public schools are least likely to register for the gifted admissions
test. For families that are able to leap over the hurdles of a taxing admissions process and gain
acceptance into a gifted program, there are additional obstacles obstructing the potential of Black
and Latino students in gifted programs including teachers undertrained to meet the unique needs
of gifted learners and a lack of a culturally responsive approach for teaching students from these
ethnic and racial groups (Cao et al., 2017; Ford, 2014; Elhoweris et al., 2005).
With growing attention towards the inequitable outcomes produced for historically
marginalized groups, the NYCDOE eliminated the admissions test in February of 2021.
However, the NYCDOE has not developed a long-term plan for identifying gifted learners in the
absence of the traditional test administered for over a decade. Instead, a temporary admissions
plan was hastily developed and enacted for admissions to gifted programs only for the 2021–
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2022 school year. This temporary plan included the completion of a nomination form by families
and educators. If the child was deemed eligible via the nomination form, the child entered a
lottery for a chance to be placed into a gifted program. Hence, the status of identifying gifted
learners and the status of gifted education remains in limbo for New York City public schools.
Statement of the Problem
Despite over 5 decades of research dedicated to the topic of underrepresentation in the
field of gifted education, this problem of practice remains a glaring, unresolved challenge for
Black and Latino students (Ford, 2014). Even at this caliber of achievement, a notable race- and
income-based “excellence gap” continues to persist (Plucker et al., 2013). If educational
stakeholders are not currently prioritizing the representation and needs of historically
marginalized gifted students appropriately, then it is important to focus on other spheres of
influence in students’ lives to facilitate change. A shift to examining how families of color
navigate this inequitable terrain can shed light on the tapped and untapped potential of families
for mitigating the disproportionate representation and disparate attention of students from
underrepresented groups in gifted programs.
Theoretical Framework
A vast body of research has focused on the many obstacles preventing historically
marginalized students of color from accessing gifted programs (Ford, 2014; Lakin & Lohman,
2011; McBee, 2006; Naglieiri & Ford, 2003). The narrative for this barrier has been historically
associated with the perception that students are culturally deficient and intellectually inferior
(Valencia, 1997; Ford, 2014). Although the policies and practices for identifying and supporting
gifted students of color play a major role in this disparity, Bourdieu (1986) ascribed disparities in
cultural capital as a prime reason for this dilemma. According to Bourdieu (1986), cultural
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capital is defined as the skills, knowledge, behaviors, and resources acquired through one’s
social class. For example, one’s material possessions, educational degrees, and dialect constitutes
their degree of cultural capital. This conception of cultural capital has positioned members who
are not a part of the dominant class in society as lacking based on their social status. Bourdieu
(1986) specifically identified White, middle-class culture as more prosperous in their
accumulation of cultural capital and reinforced the notion that racial and ethnic groups not a part
of this dominant group were deficient in cultural capital.
Yosso’s (2005) community cultural wealth framework asserted that Bourdieu’s (1986)
view of cultural capital was restrictive as it did not capture or validate the strengths and assets
existing in communities of color regardless of their social status. Yosso’s framework challenges
the notion that communities of color tend to be in a subordinate position as they navigate life and
institutions controlled by the dominate culture in society. Instead, Yosso argued that
communities have many assets to draw upon to assert and position themselves in a society that
perpetually attempts to oppress them. The community cultural wealth framework helps promote
an asset-based approach towards the knowledge and resources that communities of color possess
by highlighting six forms of cultural wealth they can leverage to navigate oppressive conditions.
These six forms are (a) aspirational capital, (b) linguistic capital, (c) familial capital, (d) social
capital, (e) navigational capital, and (f) resistant capital. An awareness and understanding of
these six forms of capital can empower marginalized communities of color to navigate the
inequitable conditions present in gifted programs.
In conceptualizing community cultural wealth, Yosso (2005) emphasized that the “forms
of capital are not mutually exclusive or static, but rather are dynamic processes” (p. 77). Of the
six forms of capital, aspirational capital has been touted as the most connected to the other five
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forms of capital as the motivations of individuals tend to support the relationships, connections,
and resources sought and acquired. Aspirational capital has been regarded as instrumental in
sustaining hope in families to overcome adverse circumstances and imagine better future
outcomes, especially for their children (Basit, 2012; Croll, 2004; Gándara, 1982, 1995; Oropeza
et al., 2010). This form of capital is also connected to the sage advice, stories, and coping
mechanisms shared amongst family members as part of familial capital. Black and Latino
families tend to include extended family members in the household, which increases their access
to storytelling, family traditions, and the emotional support needed to persevere in life (Ford,
2011). Moreover, the dynamics of familial capital is also connected to resistant capital, which is
characterized by an individual’s ability to overcome obstacles when experiencing hardships and
acts of injustice (Yosso, 2005). Communities of color employ their resistant capital by defying
stereotypes and serving as role models in their communities and becoming members of
professional organizations that counteract these stereotypes (Burciaga & Erbstein, 2013; Luna &
Prieto, 2009; Pérez, 2014; Revelo & Baber, 2015).
The central force of aspirational capital is the most empowering element of the
community cultural wealth framework. Families typically possess a desire for their child to
succeed in life. Educators can tap into this aspirational capital when recruiting marginalized
families of color into gifted programs who may not be aware of their existence in their
communities or the potential benefits of having their child participate in one of them (Lu &
Weinberg, 2016). Recruitment that appeals to the desires of families to envision better outcomes
for their children can help stir up the motivation needed to apply for gifted programs. Moreover,
recruitment that targets these desires can draw out and cultivate the aspirational and resistant
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capital needed to navigate the flawed bureaucratic process of identification and placement in
gifted programs.
The resources communities of color access and social networks they tap to achieve
favorable outcomes comprise families’ social capital (Oropeza et al., 2010; Pérez, 2014; Yosso,
2005). Social capital has been associated with supporting students from dropping out of school,
pursuing higher education, promoting persistence, and driving underrepresented students into
careers where they are typically underrepresented, such as the science, technology, engineering,
and mathematics fields (Dika & Singh, 2002; Garrett et al., 2010; Habig et al., 2021; Martin et
al., 2013; Smith et al., 1992).
Navigational capital is the ability for underrepresented groups to navigate educational
institutions where the dominant culture is upheld (Yosso, 2005). This form of capital has been
linked to the active pursuit of higher education and career opportunities (Luna & Martinez, 2013;
Samuelson & Litzler, 2016; Yosso, 2005). Hence, if families of color are encouraged to identify
members in their social network that they deem as supportive for achieving educational goals for
their children, then they could access the assistance, information, and encouragement needed to
pursue and navigate the admissions process and enrollment of their children in gifted programs.
Lastly, many culturally diverse students speak multiple languages. The ability to crossculturally engage with others through language and other expression styles accrues the
knowledge and social skills that comprise linguistic capital (Yosso, 2005). Historically,
bilingualism has been assumed as a negative, inaccurately associating bilingualism with
cognitive impairments and other psychological disadvantages (Saer, 1923). However, the access
to multiple communication networks has been found to support Latino students in affirming their
identities and creating comradery amongst their social networks (Pérez, 2014). Additionally, the
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ability to speak multiple languages has been linked to several advantages such as cognitive
ﬂexibility and creative thinking (Adi-Japha et al., 2010; Lee & Kim, 2011). The ability to speak
with a greater number of people across cultures can also increase one’s social network, thereby
building social capital.
The community cultural wealth framework redefines what it means to be “wealthy” and
positions families to perceive their cultural context as a prosperous asset and form of wealth.
McBee (2006) asserted that families from lower socioeconomic backgrounds were less likely to
self-nominate their children for a gifted program than high-income families. The low referral rate
by families from low socioeconomic backgrounds demonstrates the need for them to perceive
their assets beyond their financial circumstance to pursue educational opportunities. As families
become more aware of the unique talents, strengths, and resources comprising their community
cultural wealth, they will be able to better define and recognize exceptional abilities existing in
their culture that traditional forms of identification for gifted programs historically overlook.
This ownership of how giftedness is conceptualized in marginalized communities of color can
provide the platform needed for families to advocate for their child’s nomination into these
programs.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to examine how Black and Latino families
navigate their children’s gifted programs. In spite of several institutional barriers, a small
percentage of Black and Latino students manage to enroll and persist in gifted programs. In this
study, the researcher utilized community cultural wealth (Yosso, 2005) as the theoretical
framework for examining how families of students from these historically marginalized groups
access different forms of capital to support their children in gifted programs.
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Significance of the Current Study
Studying the stories of how marginalized communities accumulate knowledge and
experiences to build cultural wealth is important for the development of concrete models and
examples of how marginalized communities of color activate different forms of capital to resist
oppression. In the context of gifted programs, the awareness of these forms of capital can
empower underrepresented families to not only imagine their children in these types of
educational environments, but also recognize that they have the resources to persevere through
some of the barriers imposed on communities of color. Additionally, this asset-based approach to
viewing marginalized communities of color can help identify the varying qualitative features of a
community that motivate families to take action and provide support for their children. The
insights drawn from these narratives can support policymakers and educators and potentially
reshape the ways in which they recruit and engage families of marginalized groups of students.
Research Questions
To date, there has been a paucity of studies focusing on families of color and their
experiences navigating the landscape of gifted programs. To address this gap, this mixedmethods study investigated the following research questions:
●

Research Question #1: How do Black and Latino families navigate gifted
programs?

●

Research Question #2: What supporting structures and impeding barriers do
families encounter?

●

Research Question #3: To what extent do the factors of parent age, ethnicity,
education background, socioeconomic status, family composition, native
language, and age of the child explain families’ navigation of gifted programs?
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●

Research Question #4: What forms of community cultural wealth do families
employ to support their children to persist in gifted programs?
Positionality

As a former student of a gifted program in the New York City public school system and
individual who identifies with the Latino cultural group, the researcher identifies strongly with
the focal population for this study. She had positive experiences in a gifted program throughout
her childhood and thrived in this particular school environment. Her family, specifically her
mother and father, were a pivotal force in supporting her academic success. Her success in a
gifted program and the impact it has had on her academic trajectory has made her passionate
about advocating for gifted education, especially for the representation of students who reflect
the identity of her community growing up (i.e., Black and Latino).
The researcher also had the opportunity to spend her entire career working in a citywide
gifted school with gifted students at the elementary and middle school level. Although several
gifted programs nationally exhibit an underrepresentation of Black and Latino students, the
researcher’s school of employment has a balanced representation of students who identify with
this cultural group, which has afforded the researcher the opportunity to work closely with these
families. In many ways, the researcher serves as an “insider” to this historically underrepresented
group in gifted education and can relate to their experiences. The researcher’s experience has
positioned her to have an asset-based approach to viewing communities of color, which aligns to
the theoretical framework underpinning this study. However, to ensure a degree of detachment
from this study and an objective analysis and interpretation of the data, the researcher secured an
interrater coder with a background dissimilar to her own. The researcher maintained a reflective
journal indicating how she coded the data and identified themes to support her conclusions and
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findings (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). This approach ensured she was not viewing participants’
stories through the lens of her own biases and personal experiences.
Limitations and Delimitations
Because the researcher is an employee at one of the six citywide gifted programs in New
York City, parents with children currently enrolled at her school of employment were not
recruited for this study to ensure there were no conflicts of interest. This limited the diversity
pool of participants in the study, especially because the school where the researcher is employed
is comprised of a relatively higher number of Black and Latino students than the other citywide
gifted programs. As a delimitation, this study focused on the experiences of families who have
been accepted to and enrolled in a gifted program. It did not address the population of families
who either chose not to apply to gifted programs or families who applied but were rejected.
Additionally, although this study concentrated on the families enrolled in the gifted programs in
one large urban school system, it did not explore other assets that can be potentially leveraged
from other communities outside of New York City or from nonurban contexts.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
To identify the current and significant body of literature on the experiences of Black and
Latino students and families in gifted education, the researcher conducted a search using three
databases: EBSCO, Google Scholar, and ProQuest. From these databases, the researcher used all
possible pairwise combinations of two search terms, one each from either (a) gifted, gifted
education, gifted learners, and advanced learners, or (b) equity, education policy, excellence gap,
achievement gap, identification, Black and Hispanic/Latino, families, family engagement,
culturally responsive, culturally diverse, and underrepresentation. The selection included in this
literature review mainly consists of seminal studies and peer-reviewed empirical studies. The
studies included sought to explore systemic issues in the identification process of gifted
education, factors that contribute to underrepresentation, and the role of families in supporting
gifted learners. Most of the studies focused on the effect of these aspects on students typically
marginalized from gifted programs.
Identification Barriers in Gifted Education
An examination of how giftedness is defined and operationalized sheds light on how and
why historically marginalized students are overlooked in gifted programs. During the first
quarter of the 20th century, Terman (1926) asserted that intelligence and giftedness were
synonymous, unidimensional, and could be accurately measured by way of standardized
achievement tests. Since this time, federal and state definitions have evolved to incorporate more
dimensions of gifted abilities such as intellectual capacity, creativity and productive thinking,
performing/visual arts, academic domain, leadership, and psychomotor skills (Ford, 2011;
Marland, 1972; NAGC, 2009). Presently, the field of gifted education has recognized giftedness

16
as dynamic and inclusive of nonintellectual traits such as motivation, creativity, and taskcommitment that can be cultivated through schoolwide enrichment opportunities such as the
schoolwide enrichment model (Gagné, 2005; Gardner, 1983; Reis & Peters, 2021; Renzulli,
1978; Renzulli & Reis, 1985; Tannenbaum, 1983). Hence, the role and context of the
environment significantly influences the opportunity for individuals to demonstrate superior
performance in any domain. Nevertheless, although the concept of giftedness has expanded, the
tools employed to identify giftedness have remained largely static.
Despite the expanded definition of giftedness, gifted programs continue to rely on
traditional intelligence tests that yield lower scores for historically marginalized students of color
(Naglieiri & Ford, 2003). To address this issue, several states have adopted a nonverbal
intelligence assessment to measure giftedness, which purports to remove language testing bias.
Although these assessments may appear to be more culturally sensitive by removing potential
language barriers, the nonverbal assessments were found to identify fewer students of color than
the traditional assessments and be a poor predictor of academic achievement (Lakin, 2012; Lakin
& Lohman, 2011). Not only do African American students typically score lower on nonverbal
than verbal assessments, it was argued that the decontextualized content on the nonverbal
assessments does not align with the verbal and quantitative thinking abilities that comprise
intelligence and the type of learning required in a classroom environment (Lakin & Lohman,
2011).
Given the problematic nature of nonverbal assessments, psychometric measures that
focus on cognitive ability have been mistakenly touted as a more reliable and accurate tool to
assess giftedness (Erwin & Worrell, 2012; Hodges et al., 2018). Although these verbal
assessments may have a higher degree of reliability, these tools still restrict the measurement of
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giftedness within the confines of a score. This narrow conception of identifying giftedness has
been an exclusionary practice as it does not capture the ways in which giftedness tends to
manifest in historically marginalized students of color, particularly Black and Latino students
(Michael-Chadwell, 2011; Warne et al., 2013). Black and Latino students typically prefer handson methods of learning and other creative methods that provide an opportunity for them to
demonstrate their leadership abilities and engage in oral storytelling (Castellano & Frazier, 2010;
Ford, 2011). These preferences are not always captured or demonstrated on paper-and-pencil
tests within a single testing session (Ford, 2011; Lohman et al., 2008; Olszewski-Kubilius &
Clarenbach, 2012; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2007).
The challenge of identifying giftedness equitably through assessment measures is also
mirrored in teachers’ referrals of Black and Latino students to gifted programs. McBee (2006)
found that Asians and Whites were more likely to be referred to gifted programs than Blacks or
Latinos. This discrepancy also existed for students receiving free or reduced lunch versus their
wealthier peers. Grissom and Redding (2015) found that Black students were especially less
likely to be referred to gifted programs by teachers despite having comparable qualifications and
socioeconomic statuses compared to their White counterparts. These inequities have resulted in
the underrepresentation of Blacks and Latinos in gifted programs. According to the National
Center for Education Statistics (2014), although Black students represent 15% of the student
population in public elementary and secondary schools, only 9% are represented in gifted
programs. Latinos follow a similar trend as they represent 26% of the population, but only 18%
of gifted programs. These statistics underscore the racial disparities existing in the referral and
identification process for gifted programs.
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Teachers’ tendencies not to nominate students of color for gifted programs has also been
attributed to their professional backgrounds and biases. Teachers often lack adequate training in
their preservice teaching preparation programs to identify the characteristics of gifted learners
and how they may manifest varyingly in culturally diverse students (Callahan et al., 2003;
Chamberlin & Moore, 2006; Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994; Matthews & Foster, 2005). This lack of
training, coupled with teacher bias, has further perpetuated the disproportionate representation of
marginalized students of color in gifted programs. In fact, teachers have been found to possess
stereotypes around gender, race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status (Elhoweris et al., 2005;
Moon & Brighton, 2008; Paris & Alim, 2017; Powell & Siegle, 2000). The cultural clash
between teachers and students of color has been found to be problematic for developing positive
relationships, specifically if differences are perceived as deficits (Ford et al., 2008). This is quite
problematic for students of color as Butler-Barnes et al. (2012) found that access to spaces where
students of color can cultivate pride in their race correlates to positive educational outcomes.
Interestingly, Hargrove and Seay (2011) found that less than one-quarter of White teachers
believed identification measures were biased compared to two-thirds of non-White teachers who
were surveyed. Given that most teachers in the workforce identify as White and most publicschool students in New York City identify as Black or Latino, the need for culturally responsive
teaching methods is necessary for embracing the cultural assets of students of color (McFarland
et al., 2018).
Culturally responsive teaching is defined as teaching that uses the “cultural knowledge,
prior experiences, frames of reference, and performance style of ethnically diverse students”
(Gay, 2010, p. 29). In culturally responsive teaching, the students’ voices are honored and used
as a platform to discuss the intersection between their culture, social context, and inequities
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experienced presently and historically to engage in meaningful dialogue about topics in the
curriculum (Banks, 2007; Gay, 2010; Ladson-Billings, 2009). In this approach, teachers are the
facilitators and position themselves in the learning stance to foreground the students in the
learning process (Banks, 2007; Gay, 2010; Ladson-Billings, 2009). This form of pedagogy
affords students, especially students of color, with an authentic connection to not only the
content in the curriculum, but also an inclusive classroom environment.
When curriculum mirrors the everyday experiences of marginalized students of color, the
learning experiences become more relevant and engaging (Milner & Ford, 2007). Curriculum is
often developed externally by publishing companies and lacks the relevance needed to appeal to
diverse learners. The ability to implement a curriculum that is representative and inclusive of all
cultures, including students of color, further allows students to develop positive associations
about their identity and develop positive notions about the trajectory of people of color (Ford et
al., 2008). To do this effectively, this ability requires strong partnerships between families and
schools to collaborate on capturing their identities and cultural context positively.
Income Disparities in Gifted Education
Income disparities is another contributing factor impacting access to and achievement in
gifted programs. Thirty-eight percent of Black families and 32% of Latino families are living in
poverty in the United States, which is more than double the rate for White families (Kena et al.,
2016). Hamilton et al. (2018) found that not only are students in poverty less likely to be
identified as gifted, but their chances were impacted more if most students in the school were
categorized as impoverished. The disparity in the access that families have within the top 20%
versus lowest 20% of income is vast, with the former group having disposable income to spend
on enrichment activities to nurture the potential of their children (Duncan & Murnane, 2011).
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Hence, the effects of poverty and disproportionate number of Black and Latino students who fall
within this category further contribute to the underrepresentation of students within this
demographic.
Black and Latino students often reside in underserved communities with subpar
educational resources and suffer the compounded effects of poverty on their academic success
(Darling-Hammond, 2007; Hanushek & Rivkin, 2010; Lewis & Manno, 2011; Reardon &
Portilla, 2016). Teachers who equate low socioeconomic backgrounds with lower cognitive
abilities are susceptible to having low expectations for students from these backgrounds and
consequently fewer members from this community have been selected to participate in gifted
programs (de Wet & Gubbins, 2011). In fact, many teachers were also found to assume that
children from low socioeconomic backgrounds have insufficient external support, thereby
making them poor candidates for meeting the demands of a gifted program (Gubbins et al., 2014;
Moon & Brighton, 2008). Hence, this deficit approach whereby many teachers perceive poor
students of color as lacking the ability to thrive in a gifted setting has perpetuated an excellence
gap in academic achievement between lower- and higher-income students (Plucker et al., 2013).
For students of color, the quality of their educational experiences can also be a barrier to
accessing gifted programs. Giessman et al. (2013) found that early enrichment offered by Pre-K
programs, such as exposure to high quality literacy, language, and mathematical experiences, can
contribute to a boost in students’ verbal abilities. Differential exposure to such experiences can
create disproportionate advantages to certain groups of students (Giessman et al., 2013; Weiland
& Yoshikawa, 2013). Additionally, Morgan (2012) found that mostly inexperienced teachers
remain in underserved communities, whereas more experienced teachers abandon them or avoid
working in them. The inexperienced teachers working in these communities have often been
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found to be underqualified and equipped with insufficient access to resources needed to meet the
needs of historically marginalized students of color (Kyburg et al., 2007). Given the significant
relationship between teacher quality and student achievement, the inequitable educational
experience for students of color has been a prominent contributing factor to the achievement and
excellence gap (Kyburg et al., 2007).
The effects of low socioeconomic status have perpetuated disparities in student
achievement. Only a small percentage of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds perform
at advanced levels, or in the 90th percentile or above on national tests (Plucker et al., 2013).
Specifically, only 2% of students eligible for free or reduced lunch scored at the advanced levels
on the Grade-4 National Assessment of Educational Progress in mathematics compared to 13%
of students who do not qualify for this federal program (NAGC, 2015). Thus, this excellence
gap, or disparity existing between high- and low-income students, reveals the educational need to
further support advanced learners to overcome these structural barriers. Poverty has also been
associated with underachievement, which is defined as the “discrepancy between one’s potential
and actual performance” (Reis & McCoach, 2000, p. 156). Although altering students’
socioeconomic status is beyond the realm of control for educators, a high-quality curriculum,
culturally competent teachers, along with caring and supportive family members (Goings &
Ford, 2018; Siegle, 2013; Tomlinson & Jarvis, 2014) have been found to significantly influence
the success of gifted students of color in poverty. Hence, without adequate attention to the
educational experiences at the highest level of achievement, the excellence gap will persist.
Building Culturally Responsive Partnerships with Families
Systemic issues in gifted education have led to marginalized communities of color to
experience prejudice, a curriculum incompatible with their needs, and a myriad of other social-
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emotional issues preventing their educational success in gifted programs (Olszewiski-Kubilius &
Thompson, 2010). When examining ways to improve gifted education for historically
marginalized students of color to excel and persist in gifted programs, the portrait is incomplete
without examining how the role of the family can assume a more elevated position and enhanced
partnership with educators in the school community. Given the correlation between family
support and student achievement, it is important to design school practices and implement
programming decisions to successfully engage all families, especially families from
marginalized groups in gifted education (Barton & Coley, 2009; Henderson & Mapp, 2002;
Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005; Lockhart & Mun, 2020; Patrikakou & Weissberg, 2000). The
unique issues historically marginalized students face demand the need for a model in which
gifted programs embrace the cultural context of diverse students and maximize opportunities to
collaborate with families so students of color can persist in gifted programs.
In effort to make sense of the role of families on their children’s education, the field has
examined the role of family involvement by virtue of the way families participate in schoolcentric activities developed by school personnel (Epstein, 1995). Epstein’s (1995) framework has
been widely used to understand and classify the six types of parental involvement, which include
(a) parenting support offered by the school, (b) school-home communication, (c) volunteering to
support the school, (d) engaging in learning activities at home, (e) partaking in school decisionmaking, and (f) collaborating with the community to coordinate resources for the school.
Although each type of involvement describes the ways in which parents can engage in different
settings in support of their child’s education, the framework implies the school is the central hub
for resources and de-emphasizes the resources families may bring from outside the school
community. Additionally, the framework emphasizes the value of directing the efforts of parents
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to better serve the goals and needs of the school versus empowering parents to identify and
advocate for their own needs to leverage and build on their existing resources.
Although the contributions parents make to their child’s school can have a positive
impact on their children’s education, Brofenbrenner’s ecological systems theory (1977) guided
us to the importance of the direct and indirect impact of the environment on children’s
development. Specifically, Brofenbrenner posited that there are five interrelated systems that
influence and shape a child’s development. The first level is the microsystem, which includes the
elements in which the child has the closest contact (e.g., home, immediate family, and school).
Second, the mesosystem entails the interactions between things in the child’s microsystem.
Third, the exosystem consists of social structures that may indirectly influence a child such as
their parent’s social network (e.g., friends and colleagues). Fourth, the macrosystem includes
other cultural aspects of the child’s identity such as their socioeconomic status and ethnicity.
Lastly, the chronosystem situates the child within major life transitions and historical events.
This view of a child’s development as subjected to the interplay of various systems affirms the
need to examine the influence and resources available within these different contextual spheres
that may contribute to children’s educational experience.
For historically marginalized families, a keen awareness of how various systems
influence their child’s educational success is critical for counteracting structural inequities. In
particular, school choice can be an act of critical consciousness. Critical consciousness refers to
the ways in which historically marginalized groups critically analyze systems of inequality in
their environment and act to change them (Freire, 1970; Ladson-Billings, 1995). For example,
many White, middle-class parents have been found to engage in practices that maximize their
children’s opportunity to attend the most prestigious schools (Pearman & Swain, 2017; Posey-
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Maddox et al., 2014). This has been perpetuated by a belief of a lack of quality public school
resources for their children, resulting in “opportunity hoarding” or the securing of resources at
the exclusion of others that uphold racial/ethnic and class-based inequalities (Hamilton et al.,
2018; Lewis & Diamond, 2015). Advantaged families have been found to covertly avoid schools
with certain racial/ethnic compositions and prefer other homogeneous school populations that
mirror their own socioeconomic demographics (Sattin-Bajaj & Roda, 2020). White, higherincome families have operationalized opportunity hoarding through securing seats in specialized
schools and gifted and talented programs and obtaining admissions priorities based on their
geographic location or through sibling priority. Considering some of the highest-performing
schools are located in the wealthiest districts, the opportunity to hoard these resources is more
feasible for advantaged families. Hence, the existence of these inherent inequities in the
education system warrants a level of critical consciousness from historically marginalized groups
to actively resist these barriers and compete for the same resources as their more economically
advantaged counterparts.
Given the various systems interacting and influencing a child’s development, it is
important to be intentional about how partnerships with families can facilitate supportive
interactions across all contexts of their environment and identities. Parent involvement has been
defined as the participation and actions of caregivers in the education of their child in alignment
to the structures of school (Fishel & Ramirez, 2005). On the other hand, family-school
partnerships have been defined as a child-centered and collaborative approach to supporting the
holistic needs (academic, social-emotional, and behavioral) of students (Albright & Weissberg,
2010; Downer & Myers, 2010; Lines et al., 2012). As part of a viable partnership, it is important
to understand the lived experiences and cultural contexts of families to determine the best
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practices for facilitating the engagement of families (Ford & Grantham, 2003). Families from
historically marginalized communities have reported that schools’ preferred style of family
involvement do not always align with their preferred modes of engagement (Hornby & Lafaele,
2011; Öztürk, 2013; Stevens & Patel, 2015). Hence, families who have less contact or
communication with the school through traditional means may be in a position of disadvantage
from receiving vital information to support their child (Sattin-Bajaj & Roda, 2020). This
inaccessibility of information and discrepancy in family engagement styles can serve as a barrier
for families to exercise the full extent of their school choice for coveted programs such as gifted
programs and for fostering partnerships that develop families’ agency in supporting their
children’s educational success.
To be more inclusive, it is important to elicit input from families to identify their needs
and preferred ways of engagement using instruments and tactics that are culturally sensitive
(Ford, 1998; Khalifa et al., 2016). Ford (1998) suggested finding parent liaisons who can help
merge the home and school communities. This structure can help ease many anxieties or
apprehensions families feel about partnering with schools by having an “insider'' serve as a
broker between the two parties. To further cultivate a sense of belonging, it is important to
connect families with other members of the community who can serve as mentors or role models
in gifted programs (Carrell & Sacerdote, 2017; Ford et al., 2008). This social capital can be
leveraged to help families of color navigate educational institutions (Yosso, 2005). This practice
enables families to make positive associations with their identities and envision successful
outcomes for their children in gifted programs. These associations may not only forge positive
peer relationships, but they can also support families in believing in the value of the school and
importance of resilience when facing any challenges (Ford et al., 2008). This asset-based way of
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viewing other members of the same community can help families leverage their community
cultural wealth to combat the deficit thinking marginalized communities of color often associate
and experience when navigating institutions controlled by the dominant culture (Ford et al.,
2001; Yosso, 2005).
To cultivate relationships that are culturally responsive to the needs of diverse families, it
is important to examine the nature of conversations and dynamic of interactions amongst diverse
families. Lightfoot (2004) encouraged educators to engage in listening conferences with families
to give them a platform for sharing their narratives and help educators better understand the
home life, preferences, and whole development of the child. This approach to having conferences
with parents disrupts the power imbalance that typically occurs in traditional parent-teacher
conferences or other modes of communication in which the school dominates the nature and
direction of the interaction. Because feelings of isolation tend to be a prevailing feeling for
students of color in gifted programs, listening conferences can provide an opportunity to build
relationships and strategize on solutions to maintain interconnectedness with the school
community (Dorn et al., 2009).
When partnering with families of color, it is important to dedicate ongoing discussions
around their child’s social-emotional experience. Although the main entry into gifted programs is
based on cognitive factors, noncognitive factors are equally as important to the academic success
and perseverance of these students in gifted programs. Young and Balli (2014) found many
students feared not being one of the smartest students in their class, and some parents catered to
these feelings by opting out of advanced programs to preserve their child’s ego. This sheds light
on the significance of families’ aspirations and potential impact on diversity outcomes of gifted
programs. On the other hand, students of color who decide to stay in programs may downplay
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their intelligence as a means of rejecting the norms of the dominant culture and being perceived
as “acting White” (Fryer et al., Roland, & Torelli, 2010; Henfield et al., 2008). Attributes such as
grit, perseverance, and growth mindset have been found to be essential ingredients for cultivating
the attitude and effort necessary to overcome feelings of inadequacy and persevere in highly
stimulating and competitive environments (Duckworth et al., 2010; Dweck, 1986, 2012;
Olszewski-Kubilius & Clarenbach, 2012). Hence, a strategic focus on developing these
malleable traits at the school level in collaboration with families and students can help mitigate
insecurities about one’s academic potential and sense of belonging in gifted programs.
To develop the malleable trait of persistence, Dweck (2012) encouraged the development
of a growth mindset where talent and intelligence is viewed as an attribute that can be
continuously developed through effort and dedication. The danger of viewing talent and
intelligence as a fixed quality can render a lack of effort in individuals as their beliefs may
cultivate the perception that their performance and conditions in life will remain unaffected. This
mindset can lead gifted students to exhibit avoidance behaviors preventing them from seeking
challenges or persevering through some of the academic, social, and institutional challenges
associated with gifted programs (Haimovitz et al., 2011). In support of the growth mindset
framework, Esparza et al. (2014) found shifts in the mindsets of gifted students following a 6week online intervention that concentrated on learning strategies and growth behaviors.
Moreover, this growth mindset approach may also leverage the resistance capital needed for
students of color to counteract accusations of “acting White” by their peers by associating their
intelligence as a product of their effort as opposed to their race or ethnicity.
Academic self-efficacy can increase by focusing on students’ affective domains (Aronson
& Juarez, 2012). Academic self-efficacy refers to an individual’s belief that they can achieve an
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academic task or goal (Bandura, 1997; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Schunk & Pajares, 2002). To
build academic self-efficacy, it is important for teachers, guidance counselors, and administrators
to collaborate with families to create an individualized plan of support to cultivate a growth
mindset, especially for students who are struggling academically and/or socially-emotionally.
Children as young as 1 year old were found to have a positive attitude towards experiencing
challenges in school when a parent praised them for their effort or the strategies they used
(Gunderson et al., 2013). Strikingly, these types of praises during the toddler stages have even
been linked to fourth-grade achievement (Gunderson et al., 2013). Similarly, teachers can
reinforce a growth-mindset approach in the classroom by providing attainable successes for
students and praising them for their effort or choice of approach to a task or problem. These
strategies not only support effort, but also communicate high expectations for student learning
and the value of striving to overcome academic challenges across all cultural groups (Mueller &
Dweck, 1998). Indeed, both educators and parents have expressed that shared goals are an
integral component to the school-family relationship (Miretzky, 2004). The family-school
partnership can further improve by collaborating with families to establish clear and shared high
expectations for students (Christenson et al., 2009).
To promote a growth mindset for students and families, it is important to ensure that
schools and families have a shared vision of growth. A shift towards a more equitable
collaboration between school and families can assist with accomplishing this pursuit. The Equity
Collaboration Framework (Ishimaru, 2014) focuses on the expertise, needs, and resources of
families in relation to their children, communities, culture, and other facets of their identities to
form supportive collaborations between schools and families that disrupt inequities in education.
To build a successful collaboration, an emphasis on developing authentic relationships,
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cultivating the leadership of parents, and developing a culture of shared responsibility to affect
systemic change and collaborations amongst all stakeholders have been found to be critical
components of leveraging family engagement for historically marginalized families (AlamedaLawson et al., 2013; Warren et al., 2009).
Overall, there are several inequities existing in gifted education that inhibit the
recruitment and/or retention of students of color. The probability of acceptance or successful
persistence in a gifted program dramatically decreases for marginalized students of color (Ford,
2014; Michael-Chadwell, 2011). Given the limited research on the experiences of Black and
Latino families, this warrants the need to examine how these families have successfully
navigated these obstacles to support their children to enroll and persist in a gifted program. By
examining how families employ their community cultural wealth under these circumstances, the
educational community will have a better understanding on how to leverage the strengths of
families to achieve positive outcomes for students of color.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Research Design and Rationale
The researcher employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods research design to
examine the experiences, beliefs, and practices of Black and Latino families who navigate gifted
programs in support of their children. The research questions were as follows:
●

Research Question #1: How do Black and Latino families navigate gifted
programs?

●

Research Question #2: What supporting structures and impeding barriers do
families encounter?

●

Research Question #3: To what extent do the factors of parent age, education
background, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, family composition, native
language, and age of the child explain families’ navigation of gifted programs?

●

Research Question #4: What forms of community cultural wealth do families
employ to support their children to persist in gifted programs?

An explanatory sequential mixed-methods research design occurred in two phases. The
first phase involved the collection and analysis of quantitative data (Creswell, 2007). The second
phase involved the collection of qualitative data for the purpose of explaining or building on the
results from the initial quantitative data (Creswell et al., 2003). Quantitative data involve
responses that can be analyzed with numerical data in the aggregate, whereas qualitative data
involve rich, detailed, open-ended responses from participants (Creswell, 2007). The researcher
selected an explanatory sequential mixed-methods research design for this study to triangulate
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data from multiple sources and strengthen any conclusions or findings that explain how Black
and Latino families navigate their children’s gifted programs.
The quantitative portion of the study involved the administration of a survey to a
purposeful sample of Black and Latino families who have had children in gifted programs within
the past 5 years (see Appendix F). Purposeful sampling is a nonprobability sampling technique in
which the researcher deliberately selects participants based on certain qualities possessed by the
individual or group (Ivankova et al., 2007). The purpose of the survey was to explore the
possible factors that explain how families navigate gifted programs and the various forms of
cultural wealth they employ to support their children (Yosso, 2005). The survey items were
aligned to the six forms of cultural wealth in Yosso’s (2005) Community Cultural Wealth
framework. These six forms of cultural wealth are (a) aspirational capital, (b) linguistic capital,
(c) familial capital, (d) social capital, (e) navigational capital, and (f) resistant capital. This
framework frames the knowledge and resources of marginalized communities of color as assets
that can be used to navigate institutions that traditionally preclude their access. The purpose of
aligning the survey instrument to the community cultural wealth framework was to explore the
experiences, beliefs, and practices of Black and Latino families as a vehicle for navigating gifted
programs through an asset-oriented lens.
The qualitative aspect of the study included three open-ended questions on the survey
instrument and semistructured interviews also aligned to the community cultural wealth
framework (see Appendices F & G). Eligible participants had the option to self-select to
participate in a semistructured interview following the administration of the survey. The
semistructured interviews occurred one-on-one with the researcher using the Zoom videoconferencing platform. The qualitative data collected through the survey’s open-ended responses
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and semistructured interviews allowed for an in-depth exploration of the participants’ lived
experiences (Creswell, 2007). Given the various supports and barriers families of color face
within a large urban school system, and more importantly, as a subset of the school system, the
different supports and barriers they experience by having a child in a gifted program were better
understood through a qualitative analysis. The researcher deemed a qualitative analysis as
appropriate for this study to better understand the nuanced experiences of families and how
families negotiate their lived experiences. Hence, the explanatory sequential mixed-methods
research design conducted for this study allowed the researcher to capture the experiences of
families on both a macro and micro level.
Context
Setting
The researcher conducted this study within New York City’s public school gifted
programs. The researcher selected this school system because of the sizable number of families
who identify as Black or Latino. According to the NYCDOE’s (2021) website, the New York
City public school system is comprised of 1.1 million students: 41% identify as Hispanic/Latino
and 25% identify as Black. Additionally, New York City was selected due to its unique way of
serving gifted and talented populations, typically in self-contained gifted classrooms or an entire
school whose population is identified as gifted and talented. Twenty-eight of 32 school districts
in New York City house gifted programs. The researcher’s goal was to obtain a purposeful
sample from a diverse cross-section of families from different socioeconomic statuses who
attend gifted programs currently, or within the past 5 years, across the five boroughs of New
York City (i.e., Manhattan, Brooklyn, Bronx, Queens, and Staten Island).
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According to the NYCDOE’s (2021) website, there are 94 gifted programs in New York
City. Out of these 94 gifted programs, six are classified as citywide gifted programs. The entire
student population of citywide gifted programs have been identified as gifted prior to entering
kindergarten. To be eligible for a citywide gifted program, students must score at least in the
97th percentile on the gifted admissions exam. Neighborhood district gifted programs require
students to score at or above the 90th percentile to be considered for admission. These programs
typically include one self-contained classroom per grade level, whereas the other classes per
grade-level are nongifted classes.
The limited spaces available for seats in a New York City gifted program make the
admissions process highly competitive for both district and citywide slots. The main point of
entry into gifted programs typically occurs in kindergarten through third grade (NYCDOE,
2021). Based on admissions testing data from January 2019 (NYCDOE, 2020), only a quarter of
the students who apply to both citywide and district gifted programs are accepted. Overall, on an
annual basis, the number of qualified students exceeds the number of available seats in a gifted
program. Therefore, many students who qualify for gifted classrooms or schools cannot attend.
Thus, representation of Black and Latino students is further restricted due to the limited number
of seats or slots available.
Participants
Black and Latino families who have children currently enrolled in a gifted program
(classroom or schoolwide) ranging from kindergarten to the 12th grade in the New York City
public school system, or within the past 5 years, were the primary focus of this study. Although
all ethnicities were eligible to participate in the quantitative portion of this study, the qualitative
portion was limited to Black and Latino families. Because kindergarten typically has the most
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available seats in a gifted program by virtue of its grade placement as the starting point for all
gifted programs, families play a major role in securing a coveted spot for their child. The child’s
enrollment in a gifted program can last throughout their formative school years, including up to
high school. Therefore, families with children who currently attend a gifted program, or within
the past 5 years, in New York City in any grade ranging from kindergarten to the 12th grade
were invited to participate. The large grade span permitted for this study facilitated a better
understanding of the experiences families encountered across different stages in their child’s
academic journey.
Data Collection
Recruitment
To recruit participants, the researcher conducted an online search for the public email
addresses of high school alumni association members, parent advocacy organizations, and
community-based organizations associated with gifted programs. Broadcast emails were sent to
these organizations to recruit parents/guardians with children enrolled in a gifted program
currently or those enrolled within the past 5 years. The broadcast emails outlined the purpose of
the research, procedures, potential risks, and time commitment of participation. The broadcast
email contained an embedded link to complete the research survey and commenced with a
screener to determine eligibility to participate in the study. Afterwards, informed consent was
requested from each prospective participant. If the individual clicked "Yes-I consent to
participating in this research study," the survey was administered. If the individual clicked, "NoI do not consent to participate in this research study," the survey was not administered, and the
individual was immediately directed to the survey's termination page. Out of the 253 broadcast
emails sent to various organizations, a total of 91 parents responded and completed the survey.
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The researcher was not able to determine a response rate for the survey because she was not
privy to the contact lists or number of individuals who received the broadcast email from the
respective organizations. During the data-analysis stage, the researcher removed eight
respondents from the study as their child’s gifted program was not located in New York City.
As part of the survey design, respondents also had the option to indicate if they were
interested in participating in an interview. If participants expressed interest in an interview, they
were prompted to input their email address on the survey. If the respondent identified as either
Black or Latino, the researcher followed up with an email to schedule an interview at a mutually
convenient time. Out of a total of 25 Black and Latino respondents, 13 respondents expressed
interest in participating in an interview. Out of the 13 respondents who were contacted for an
interview, a total of eight participants responded to the request for an interview, provided
informed consent, and participated in the semistructured interview phase. Out of the eight
participants, three parents identified as Black and five parents identified as Latino.
Inclusion Criteria
This study aimed to explore the experiences of families in gifted programs. Therefore,
participants of this study included current or recently active members of a gifted program.
Specifically, participants included in the quantitative study must have been parents or legal
guardians of at least one child currently enrolled in an elementary, middle school, or high school
gifted program or who recently attended a gifted program within the past 5 years in the New
York City public school system. This allowed participants to share insights through firsthand
accounts. Additionally, to participate in the semistructured interview portion of this study,
participants had to meet the aforementioned inclusion criteria for surveys in addition to
identifying as one or more of the following ethnicities: African American, Afro-Caribbean,
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Black, Hispanic, or Latino. Families who also volunteered to participate in the study and
provided informed consent for their participation were eligible for selection in this study.
Exclusion Criteria
Families who did not have at least one child enrolled in a gifted program within the past 5
years in the New York City public school system were excluded from both the survey and
semistructured interview. Because this population has not been directly involved in the gifted
community as parents/guardians of enrolled or recently enrolled children, they would not be able
to share firsthand knowledge on the experiences of families in a gifted program. Additionally, if
a participant identified as a parent/guardian of a child in a gifted program in New York City
within the past 5 years, but did not identify as African American, Afro-Caribbean, Black,
Hispanic, or Latino, they were excluded from participating in the semistructured interview. This
was due to the fact that the purpose of the study was to gain a better understanding of Black and
Latino families who have children attending gifted programs.
Survey Instrument Tool and Pilot
Because there was no existing survey tool to measure the constructs for this study, an
original online survey instrument was developed on the Qualtrics platform to measure how
families navigate their child’s gifted program according to Yosso’s (2005) Community Cultural
Wealth framework. This instrument, the Community Cultural Wealth of Gifted Families Survey
(CCWGFS), is a 47-item survey comprised of three sections (see Appendix F). The first section
of the survey asked participants 14 demographic questions related to the parent’s age, child’s
grade level, eligibility for free or reduced lunch, languages spoken, level of education, cultural
identity, and family composition. The second section of the survey consisted of 30 questions
divided into six subscales, which correspond to each of the six forms of capital in the community
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cultural wealth framework. There were five questions comprising each of the six subscales. Each
subscale on the survey corresponded to one of the six components of the community cultural
wealth Framework: (a) aspirational capital, (b) navigational capital, (c) social capital, (d) familial
capital, (e) linguistic capital, and (f) resistant capital. In other words, there were five questions
per Yosso’s (2005) framework components. The CCWGFS consisted of a 4-point Likert-type
scale for questions based on the six forms of community cultural wealth. For the subscales
measuring aspirational capital and resistant capital, participants expressed the extent to which
they agree with statements regarding their beliefs, practices, and experiences regarding enrolling
and supporting their child in a gifted program (4= strongly agree, 3= agree, 2= disagree 1=
strongly disagree). The researcher intentionally created a 4-point Likert-type scale without the
option of “don’t know” or “neither agree nor disagree” so participants had to default to a stance
of agreement/disagreement. This increased the possibility of finding statistically significant
relationships for each survey item by positioning participants outside of a neutral response
(Chyung et al., 2017).
For the other subscales on the survey (aspirational capital, navigational capital, social
capital, and familial capital), participants responded using a frequency scale (4= always, 3=
sometimes, 2= rarely, 1= never). The researcher used a frequency scale to better understand how
frequently families engaged in certain behaviors or practices to support their child in a gifted
program. Finally, the third section of the survey consisted of three open-ended questions. The
open-ended constructive response questions allowed for qualitative responses and additional
input by parents/guardians.
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Content Validity
In developing the CCWGFS, a cognitive interview was conducted with two content
experts in the fields of (a) gifted education and (b) family-professional partnerships. The purpose
of the cognitive interview was to evaluate the content validity of the survey instrument by
investigating whether participants understood the survey questions as intended by the researcher
(Collins, 2003). Participants were asked to engage in a think aloud, where they verbalized their
thoughts as they read and responded to the survey items. The feedback during the think aloud
centered on ensuring that there were no ambiguities in the survey items, questions did not lead
the participants to certain responses, items were clearly worded, and that instructions were easy
to follow and understand. Question items and open-ended responses on the survey were revised
based on the experts’ feedback. Specifically, questions were revised for clarity, concise wording,
and to ensure that questions aligned to the construct of navigating gifted programs through the
lens of the community cultural wealth framework.
Reliability
To assess the reliability of the scales, the survey was piloted with a small sample size of
the target population for this study. The CCWGFS pilot was administered to 160 families in a K8 gifted program in a New York City public school. Of the 160 surveys distributed via e-mail to
families, 42 participants responded to the survey items for a response rate of 26.25%. Because a
Cronbach’s alpha > .70 is desirable for research purposes, an interitem correlation matrix was
executed to determine which question items may have needed to be deleted or modified to meet
this threshold (Whitley, 2002). The scale measuring resistant capital was significantly modified
due to its poor reliability (see Table 1). Upon revisiting these items, the researcher discovered
that the Likert-type scale used to measure this construct did not align properly with the
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statements posed. Hence, the scale was modified from a frequency scale to an agreement scale.
Additionally, the original question items for the resistant capital subscale were found to measure
both home and school practices. The survey items were revised to focus on home practices
because these actions more closely operate under the jurisdiction of the families taking the
survey.
Table 1
Scale Reliability Estimates for Pilot Survey
Scale
Aspirational Capital
Navigational Capital
Linguistic Capital
Familial Capital
Social Capital
Resistant Capital

Alpha
.83
.623
.605
.659
.656
.318

After the researcher revised the CCWGF instrument during the pilot phase, she
subsequently administered the revised survey during the study. The researcher calculated
Cronbach’s alpha to determine the internal consistency of the six scales of the CCWGF survey
(see Table 2). A Cronbach’s alpha level of 0.70 was established as a benchmark for satisfactory
internal consistency for each of the six scales (Huck, 2012). In cases where Cronbach’s alpha
was below 0.70, the researcher performed interitem correlations to further analyze the extent to
which each of the items related to one another on the survey. Cronbach’s alpha was below 0.70
for two parameters, navigational and familial capital (see Table 2). However, based on the
interitem correlation matrix, problematic items that would increase Cronbach’s alpha if removed
did not make a significant difference in increasing Cronbach’s alpha. Additionally, the raw data
were examined for data entry inconsistencies; however, no errors were identified. Because the
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alpha levels were above the unacceptable level of > 0.5 for research, all scales and items were
included in the study.
Table 2
Scale Reliability Estimates
Scale

Alpha

Aspirational Capital

.82

Navigational Capital

.56

Linguistic Capital

.79

Familial Capital

.66

Social Capital

.71

Resistant Capital

.72

Procedures
Survey Administration
Participants voluntarily accessed the 47-item CCWGFS via the online survey platform,
Qualtrics, which was estimated to take 15 minutes to complete. At the screening phase of the
survey, participants were asked one screening question: Within the past 5 years, have you had at
least one child enrolled in a gifted program in a New York City public school in any grade from
kindergarten to Grade 12? If a participant responded "yes" to this question, they were considered
eligible for the study and allowed to continue the survey. Due to an initial low survey response
rate, the researcher opened the survey to other public schools outside of New York City and in
other states in the United States. However, because only eight additional respondents with
children in gifted programs outside of New York City responded to the survey, those survey
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responses were removed to keep the study narrowly focused on New York City gifted programs
in public schools.
Participants who expressed interest in participating in the interview were prompted to
share their email address on the screening page so the researcher could determine their
eligibility. Participants who answered "yes" to the survey screening question, entered their email
address on the survey, and identified with one or more of the focal ethnicities (African
American, Afro-Caribbean, Black, Hispanic, or Latino) were eligible to participate in the
interview portion of the study and received a follow up email. The researcher scheduled
semistructured interviews at a time and date convenient to the focal families. Participants had the
option to skip questions they were not comfortable answering or stop the survey at any point.
Survey Data Analysis
The researcher analyzed data from the completed survey using the Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS). Descriptive statistics were employed to characterize demographic
information, current perceptions of having children attend a gifted program, and the types of
cultural wealth families employ to support their child with applying, enrolling, and persisting in a
gifted program. The researcher calculated the mean score and standard deviation for participants’
responses to the six subscales on the CCFGFS. A one-way ANOVA was run on SPSS to assess
whether there were any statistically significant differences in community cultural wealth based
on ethnicity/race (Creswell, 2007).
Next, the researcher employed a multiple regression to address the following research
question: To what extent do the factors of parent age, ethnicity, educational background, family
composition, native language, socioeconomic status, and child age explain families' navigation
of gifted programs? A multiple regression determines the effect of two or more predictor
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variables, or independent variables, on an outcome or dependent variable (Creswell, 2007).
These aforementioned factors were used as the independent variables. To calculate the dependent
variables, the researcher first recoded the scores for each item on the survey scale measuring the
six forms of community cultural wealth. The researcher then recoded the scores because the
original Likert-type scale had the number 1 assigned as the highest value and 4 as the lowest
value. This was reversed so that 4 represented the highest value and 1 was the lowest.
Afterwards, a grand mean was calculated for each of the six forms of capital. A composite mean
was calculated from each of the six grand means to represent community cultural wealth.
Once the researcher calculated the dependent variables, she recoded the categorical
independent variables into dichotomous variables before entering them into the regression
model. For example, races/ethnicities that are overrepresented in gifted programs (White and
Asian) were coded with the number “0,” while the number “1” was assigned to underrepresented
groups (Black and Latino). Recoding was performed for five other categorical variables, such as
extended family (0=no extended family present; 1=extended family present), native language
(0=not English; 1=English), two-parent household (0=single parent household; 1=two-parent
household), siblings (0=no siblings present; 1=siblings present), and the parent’s attendance in a
gifted program as a child (0=did not attend gifted program; 1=attended gifted program).
Before running the analyses for the standard multiple regression, the researcher carried
out standard assumption tests. A Shapiro-Wilk test of the assumption of normality was
significant (p = 0.034), indicating a nonnormal distribution. Due to the small sample size, graphs
of data were examined to assess the distribution of the data. These graphs included a histogram,
stem-and-leaf plot, boxplot, and Q-Q plot (quantile-quantile plot). The data visually appeared to
be normally distributed.
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The researcher computed a correlation matrix to determine if any of the independent
variables were correlated to test for the assumption of multicollinearity. The nonsignificant
results demonstrated that there was no multicollinearity between the independent variables (p
> .05). Next, the researcher generated scatter plots to determine if there were linear relationships
between the dependent and independent variables. The results of the scatter plots revealed
consistent linear relationships. To test for homoscedasticity, a plot of standardized residuals
versus predicted values indicated that points were equally distributed across all values of the
independent variables.
After executing standard assumption tests and assessing independent variables for
multicollinearity, the researcher performed a standard multiple regression by entering all of the
independent variables at once into the equation; community cultural wealth was the dependent
variable. Additionally, to understand the effect of the independent variables on each of the six
forms of community cultural wealth, the researcher performed a multiple regression separately
for aspirational capital, navigational capital, resistant capital, linguistic capital, social capital, and
familial capital. These analyses allowed the researcher to determine if there was a statistically
significant relationship between the independent variables and individual forms of community
cultural wealth employed by the responding families. Given the multiple independent variables
included in these analyses, a stepwise regression was subsequently performed to identify the best
combination of predictors of community cultural wealth. Stepwise regression methods estimate
the effects of several independent variables on a dependent variable by holding the effects of the
other predictor variables constant (Henderson & Denison, 1989).
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Semistructured Interviews
To further explore the experiences of Black and Latino families navigating their child’s
gifted program, the researcher conducted semistructured interviews with a total of eight
participants. Three Black and five Latino parents of varying socioeconomic and demographic
backgrounds were selected to facilitate diverse representation of the focal cultural groups for this
study. Semistructured interviews allow a platform for participants to voice their experiences
freely because these types of interviews are conducted one-on-one with the researcher (Creswell,
2007). This dynamic allowed the researcher to probe each participants’ survey responses by
having the ability to ask follow-up questions about their individual responses and specific details
about their personal experiences. Additionally, since the semistructured interviews consisted of
posing five uniform questions to the participants, this structure allowed the researcher to easily
compare and later code participants’ respective responses for themes.
The interviews took place on the video-conferencing platform, Zoom, and were audiorecorded with informed consent. The interview questions consisted of five open-ended questions
aligned to five of the six components of the community cultural wealth framework. These
components include (a) aspirational capital, (b) navigational capital, (c) social capital, (d)
familial capital, and (e) resistant capital. If appropriate, the researcher asked the participants
follow-up questions if they indicated that they spoke another language other than English to
explore their linguistic capital. Additionally, the researcher asked follow-up questions based on
the responses participants gave to each of the five structured questions during the interviews.
During the interviews, the researcher asked participants to reflect on and describe their
individual experiences applying to, enrolling in, and supporting their child in a gifted program.
These interview questions were piloted beforehand with one Black and one Latino parent of a
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child in a New York City gifted program to determine the quality of the questions, clarity of the
questions’ phrasing, best sequencing for presenting the questions, and amount of time necessary
to allocate for the interview. The duration of each interview ranged from 25–45 minutes.
Qualitative Data Analysis
All interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed. The researcher analyzed the
interview data using inductive coding, which allowed for codes to arise from the raw interview
data rather than through designated predetermined codes (Creswell, 2007). This process entailed
an initial reading of the transcript for the purpose of gaining a general sense of the overall
meaning of each participant’s response. Afterwards, the researcher reviewed the data line-by-line
for the purpose of coding for meaningful units and relationships. A preliminary set of 11
categories or themes were established from these codes. Afterwards, the data were revisited and
recoded to merge similar themes together, resulting in three main themes. The researcher merged
categories into themes that achieved consensus amongst six of the eight participants, or 75% of
the participants. This higher threshold was selected to highlight the most predominant themes, or
macro themes, of the entire data set. The employment of predominant themes has been regarded
as an effective qualitative strategy for investigating an area with limited research (Braun &
Clarke, 2006). The researcher also applied the process of inductive coding to the three openended questions on the CCWGFS instrument for this study. Throughout the process, the
researcher maintained a reflective journal to track impressions, coding decisions, and insights
about the data. Table 3 presents an overview of the data collection and analysis for this study.
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Table 3
Table of Specifications
Research Question
How do Black and Latino
families navigate gifted and
talented programs?

What are the supporting
structures and impeding barriers
that families encounter?

Data-Collection
Method

Data Source

Data Analysis

Survey

Survey
Section I, II &
III

Descriptive &
Inferential
Statistics

Interview
Questions
Interview
Questions

Qualitative

Semistructured
Interviews
Semistructured
Interviews/
Survey

To what extent do the factors of
parent age, ethnicity, education
background, socioeconomic
status, and age of the child
explain families’ navigation of
gifted programs?
What forms of cultural wealth do
families employ to support their
children to persist in gifted and
talented programs?

Survey

Survey
Semistructured
Interviews

Qualitative

Survey
Section III
Survey
Section I & II

Inferential
Statistics

Survey
Section II &
III

Descriptive &
Inferential
Statistics

Interview
Questions

Qualitative

Trustworthiness
Due to the subjective nature of qualitative research, it is important to ensure the
trustworthiness and accuracy of the findings. Trustworthiness refers to the extent of credibility,
dependability, confirmability, authenticity, and transferability of the data and methods used in a
study (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). The researcher employed several measures to ensure the
trustworthiness of the data gathered from the semistructured interviews. One way to ensure the
trustworthiness of the findings is to foreground the participants’ voices (Morrow, 2005). The
researcher employed this strategy in the data-collection phase. For example, during the
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transcribing process of the semistructured interviews, the researcher applied the naturalized
method of transcription (Davidson, 2009). Unlike denaturalized transcriptions, naturalized
transcriptions capture the nuances in participants’ speech, such as laughter, gestures, and
involuntary sounds, to capture their responses as accurately and organically as possible
(Davidson, 2009). Although the denaturalized method of transcription has been regarded for its
filtered approach and ease of readability, it also has been noted to remove “sociocultural
characteristics” from the data (Mero-Jaffe, 2011). Considering that the sociocultural
characteristics of families are integral to this study, the researcher employed the naturalized
method of transcription to ensure the cultural elements were accurately captured for a more
authentic analysis during the coding process.
The naturalized method of transcribing interviews can also support a coding process that
continues to foreground the participants’ voices, thereby increasing the validity of the findings.
Hence, the researcher applied in vivo coding because it is a coding method that uses words and
phrases directly from participants rather than the researcher’s own terminology. This process has
been touted as a way to attune researchers to the participants’ experiences and perspectives
(Saldaña, 2011). This attunement can assist in minimizing researcher bias because the initial
contact and data analysis is filtered through the participants’ words and phrases.
To further foreground participants’ voices and ensure the trustworthiness of the data, the
researcher included thick descriptions and interspersed rich quotes in the presentation of the
findings for this study (Morrow, 2005). Additionally, to ensure the participants’ voices were
accurately portrayed, the researcher utilized the method of member checking to triangulate the
data (Stake, 1995). Specifically, the participants received a summary of the findings for their
review. The goal was to receive feedback on the authenticity of participants’ representations of

48
their voices and make adjustments based on their input. This further added to the credibility of
the study (Guba & Lincoln, 1994).
To ensure the confirmability and dependability of the interview data, the researcher
established a system to track all steps taken throughout the study. This ensured the consistency of
the findings so the methods could be repeated if desired or necessary (Guba & Lincoln, 1994).
The researcher maintained a reflective journal to track the iterative process of coding and reflect
on how the findings were generated (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). This was also used to ensure that
the findings surfaced from the participants’ narratives as opposed to the researcher’s personal
biases or other human error (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Additionally, the researcher utilized
analytic memo writing to trace and document the logical development of the interpretation of the
participants’ narratives (Saldaña, 2011).
To further ensure the trustworthiness of the data, a second coder not associated with the
study was recruited from the researcher’s professional network to engage in coding consistency
checks. Although the second coder has a master’s degree in the field of education, the individual
did not have any experience as a member of the school community of a gifted program. This
coder was strategically sought for lack of ties to gifted education. The purpose of the second
coder was also to ensure the researcher’s interpretation of the data was not skewed by personal
biases and was instead guided by systematic processes.
To further ensure the reliability and validity of the qualitative findings, Creswell (2007)
suggested interrater reliability as a method to mitigate researcher bias and promote consistency
in the findings. This was important because the researcher identifies with this population as a
person of color who attended a gifted program as a middle school student and as a current school
leader of a gifted school. To accomplish this, the researcher conducted an initial coding of the
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raw data and developed three major categories or themes. A description of each of the categories
was developed and given to the second coder for the purpose of assigning the codes to sections
of the text (Thomas, 2003). The second coder received approximately 60% of the raw data to
code accordingly. Neuendorf (2002) suggested that an interrater reliability of 80% agreement or
higher is acceptable to ensure consistency in the data amongst coders involved in the study. The
percent agreement was 86.2, which is indicative of an acceptable level of agreement.
Because the study involved both qualitative and quantitative methods, methodological
triangulation was used to examine how the findings of both the survey and interviews
complemented one another (Creswell, 2007). In analyzing the findings from both data types, the
researcher examined places where the data converged to provide additional insight on how
families leverage their community cultural wealth in gifted programs. The conclusions and
findings reported on these areas were further validated by identifying places of agreement in the
data. On the other hand, data from the surveys and interviews were examined for places that
diverged or were contradictory. This process of looking for evidence to disconfirm the
researcher’s interpretations also helped minimize research bias and increase the credibility of the
study (Saldaña, 2011).

50
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The purpose of this explanatory sequential mixed-methods study was to examine the
experiences, beliefs, and practices of Black and Latino families who navigate gifted programs in
support of their children. The results of this investigation were examined through the lens of
community cultural wealth theory (Yosso, 2005) and are divided into two main parts: the
quantitative phase followed by the qualitative phase. The quantitative phase included an analysis
of the 83 respondents’ responses to 4-point Likert-type scale questions on the Community
Cultural Wealth for Gifted Families Survey (CCWGFS). The qualitative phase consisted of an
analysis of the survey’s constructive responses by the 25 families who identified as Black and
Latino in this study. Additionally, a subset of eight parents from these 25 families were selected
for a semistructured interview. The following four research questions guided the findings of both
phases:
•

Research Question #1: How do Black and Latino families navigate gifted
programs?

•

Research Question #2: What supporting structures and impeding barriers do
families encounter?

•

Research Question #3: To what extent do the factors of parents’ age, ethnicity,
education background, socioeconomic status, family composition, native
language, and age of the child explain families’ navigation of gifted programs?

•

Research Question #4: What forms of community cultural wealth do families
employ to support their children to persist in gifted programs?
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Participant Demographics
Of the 83 respondents in the study, the majority were middle age (41–50 years old) and
held a bachelor’s degree or higher (see Table 4). Nearly half of respondents consisted of parents
who attended gifted programs during their formative school years as children. Additionally, the
vast majority reported that they do not qualify for free or reduced lunch. Of the 83 respondents,
30% identified with the focal groups for this study (see Table 5): Black (n=9) or Latino (n=16).
Table 4
Demographics of All Parents
Characteristics

Frequency

Percent

31–40

17

20.5 %

41–50

48

57.8 %

50+

18

21.7 %

High school diploma

4

4.8 %

Bachelor’s degree

24

28.9 %

Master's Degree

33

39.8 %

Doctorate

22

26.5 %

White

34

41.0 %

Black

9

10.8 %

Latino

16

19.3 %

Asian

24

28.9 %

Age (years)

Education

Ethnicity/Race
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Characteristics

Frequency

Percent

Qualifies for Free/Reduced
Lunch

9

10.8 %

Attended a Gifted Program
as Child

34

41.0 %

Table 5
Demographics for Black and Latino Parents
Characteristics

Frequency

Percent

31–40

5

20.0 %

41–50

15

60.0 %

50+

5

20.0 %

High school diploma

2

8.0 %

Bachelor’s degree

10

40.0 %

Master's Degree

8

32.0 %

Doctorate

5

20.0 %

Black

9

36.0 %

Latino

16

64.0 %

Qualifies for Free/Reduced
Lunch

2

8.0 %

Attended a Gifted Program
as Child

10

40.0 %

Age (years)

Education

Ethnicity/Race

Concerning native language, 53% of the parents reported English as their native language
while 47% reported another language other than English. Specifically, participants mentioned 19
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other languages other than English with Chinese (10.8%), Russian (9.6%), and Spanish (7.2%)
reported as the most common native languages spoken other than English (see Table 6). For
Black and Latino parents, 52% reported English as their native language. Portuguese (24%),
French (20%), and Spanish (4.0%) were also identified as the native languages of Black and
Latino parents in this study (see Table 7).
Table 6
Native Language of All Parents
Native Language

Frequency

Percent

English

44

53.0 %

Chinese

9

10.8 %

Russian

8

9.6 %

Spanish

6

7.2 %

Portuguese

1

1.2 %

French

1

1.2 %

Arabic

1

1.2 %

Yoruba

1

1.2 %

Bengali

1

1.2 %

Thai

1

1.2 %

Japanese

1

1.2 %

Punjabi

1

1.2 %

Greek

1

1.2 %

Hindi

1

1.2 %

Taiwanese

1

1.2 %

French Creole

1

1.2 %

Other, unspecified

4

4.8 %
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Table 7
Native Language of Black and Latino Parents
Native Language

Frequency

Percent

English

13

52.0 %

Spanish

1

4.0 %

Portuguese

6

24.0 %

French

5

20.0 %

The survey data revealed that 78.3% of all respondents reported having a traditional twoparent household with both a mother and father present, while 21.7% reported a single-parent
household (see Table 8). The total number of family members reported in the household ranged
from two to seven family members. Most respondents (53%) reported having at least four family
members in their household (see Table 9). In terms of family composition, most respondents
reported that their child had siblings present in the household; however, extended family
members comprised a substantially smaller fraction of the household (see Table 8).
Table 8
Family Structure in the Household for All Parents
Number of People in the Household

Frequency

Percent

Two Parent Household

65

78.3 %

Single Parent Household

18

21.7%

Extended Family Present

12

14.5 %

Siblings Present

61

73.5 %
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Table 9
Number of Family Members in the Household for All Parents
Number of People in the Household

Frequency

Percent

2

2

2.4 %

3

17

20.5 %

4

44

53.0 %

5

17

20.5 %

6

1

1.2 %

7

2

2.4 %

For Black and Latino parents, 72% reported residing in a two-parent household while
28% reported residing in a single-parent household. Most respondents reported having at least
four or more family members in the household (see Table 11). In terms of family composition,
72% reported that their child had siblings present in the household and 8% reported having
extended family members living with them (see Table 10).
Table 10
Family Structure in the Household for Black and Latino Parents
Number of People in the Household

Frequency

Percent

Two Parent Household

18

72.0 %

Single-Parent Household

7

28.0%

Extended Family Present

2

8.0 %

Siblings Present

18

72.0 %
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Table 11
Number of Family Members in the Household for Black and Latino Parents
Number of People in the Household

Frequency

Percent

2

1

4.0 %

3

6

24.0 %

4

12

48.0 %

5

6

24.0 %

As summarized in Table 12, most respondents reported that their child attended preschool
as part of their early childhood experiences. However, all of the respondents who identified as
Black or Latino had children who attended preschool. Most respondents reported that their
children were in the upper elementary grades (Grades 3–5) or in middle school (Grades 6–8). On
the other hand, nearly a quarter of respondents reported that their children had recently graduated
from a gifted program. For respondents who identified as Black and Latino, nearly half reported
that their child graduated from a gifted program (see Table 13).
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Table 12
Grade-Level of Target Child in Gifted Program for All Parents
Characteristics

Frequency

Percent

Lower Elementary (Grades K–2)

16

19.1 %

Upper Elementary (Grades 3–5)

21

25.3 %

Middle School (Grades 6–8)

21

25.3 %

High School (Grades 9–12)

6

7.2 %

Graduated from a Gifted program

19

22.9 %

79

95.2 %

Child’s Grade Level

Attended Pre-K

Table 13
Grade-Level of Target Child in Gifted Program for Black and Latino Parents
Characteristics

Frequency

Percent

Lower Elementary (Grades K–2)

2

8.0 %

Upper Elementary (Grades 3–5)

5

20.0 %

Middle School (Grades 6–8)

4

16.0 %

High School (Grades 9–12)

1

4.0 %

Graduated from a Gifted program

12

48.0 %

25

100.0 %

Child’s Grade Level

Attended Pre-K

Quantitative Results
Factors and Forms of Community Cultural Wealth Employed
The researcher analyzed the forms of community cultural wealth families employed to
support their children to persist in gifted programs to respond to Research Question #4 (What
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forms of community cultural wealth do families employ to support their children to persist in
gifted programs?) Descriptive statistics were calculated in SPSS to determine the mean scores
and standard deviations of respondents’ responses to each of the six subscales of the CCWGFS.
The data from the descriptive statistics of the survey revealed that families employed all forms of
community cultural wealth to persist in gifted programs at varying degrees. Specifically,
aspirational capital (M = 3.27, SD = 0.50) was the self-reported highest form of community
cultural wealth the families employed. The mean responses were 3.27, which falls between agree
and strongly disagree on the Likert scale. On the other hand, resistant capital (M = 1.97, SD=
0.50) was the lowest self-reported form of community cultural wealth the families employed,
reflecting mean responses between strongly disagree and disagree on the Likert scale.
For the other forms of community cultural wealth, the mean responses were between
sometimes and rarely on the Likert scale for navigational capital (M = 2.59, SD= 0.58), linguistic
capital (M = 2.20, SD= 0.79), familial capital (M = 2.68, SD = 0.66), and social capital (M =
2.89, SD = 0.64). Additionally, the researcher calculated a composite of the mean scores of each
of the six forms of capital for community cultural wealth (M = 2.59, SD = 0.31). Overall, the
results indicate that families employed different forms of community cultural wealth at varying
degrees.
The researcher ran a one-way ANOVA to assess whether there were any statistically
significant differences in community cultural wealth based on ethnicity/race. The one-way
ANOVA was performed for each of the six subscales of community cultural wealth. The
researcher found a significant difference between ethnicities/races for resistant capital (F(3, 79) =
4.072, p =.010; see Table 14). Specifically, Black parents exhibited significantly higher selfreported resistant capital than White families (Tukey post hoc test: p = 0.013; see Table 15).
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However, there were no other statistically significant differences in the other subscales of
community cultural wealth between ethnicities/races.
Table 14
One-Way ANOVA for Resistant Capital Between Cultural Groups/Races
Source

df

F

Sig.

Between Groups

3

4.072

0.01*

Within Groups

79

(0.227)

Note. Number in parentheses represents MS Error. *Significant at the .05 level.
Table 15
Tukey Post Hoc for Differences in Resistant Capital Between Cultural Groups
95% Confidence Interval
Culture Group

Mean Difference

SE

p-Value

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

Black

-0.367

0.186

0.209

-0.856

0.122

White

0.192

0.127

0.435

-0.141

0.526

Latino

-0.142

0.154

0.794

-0.545

0.262

White

.55882*

0.179

0.013*

0.090

1.028

Latino

0.225

0.199

0.670

-0.296

0.746

White
Latino
-0.334
Note. *Significant at the .05 level.

0.144

0.104

-0.713

0.045*

Asian

Black

The researcher conducted a standard multiple regression to determine which factors in
Research Question #3 explained families’ navigation of gifted programs (To what extent do the
factors of parent age, education background, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, family
composition, native language, and age of the child explain families’ navigation of gifted
programs?). The regression model consisted of 11 predictor variables: the target parents’ age,
education level, ethnicity/cultural group, family composition (presence of siblings, extended
family, two parents in the household, and the total number of family members in the home),
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whether the parent attended a gifted program as a student, qualification for free or reduced lunch,
native language, and the child’s grade level (see Table 16). The dependent variable, community
cultural wealth was the mean of the six composite scores for each of the six forms of capital:
aspirational, familial, linguistic, resistant, social, and navigational. The results of the regression
showed that larger family household sizes and single-parent households had significantly higher
community cultural wealth than smaller family household sizes and two-parent households
(F(11,14)=2.915, p<.05,R2 =.42, R2 adjusted=.28; see Table 16).
The researcher conducted a multiple regression for each form of capital to determine if
any of the 11 predictor variables correlated with any of the six subscales of community cultural
wealth. The results revealed that single-parent households were significantly associated with
higher levels of navigational capital, familial capital, and resistant capital than two-parent
households (see Tables 17–19). Moreover, those who qualified for free or reduced lunch
exhibited significantly higher levels of resistant capital than those who did not qualify for free or
reduced lunch (see Table 19). There were no statistically significant relationships found between
the other predictor variables and forms of capital (aspirational capital, linguistic capital, and
social capital).
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Table 16
Multiple Regression for Community Cultural Wealth
Model

B

SE

(Constant)
2.837
0.576
Parent’s Age
-0.015
0.101
Education Level
-0.07
0.067
Ethnicity/Race
-0.029
0.044
Number of People Living in Household
0.204
0.091
Two Parent Household
-0.467
0.183
Extended Family
0.224
0.182
Siblings
0.103
0.154
Child’s Grade Level
-0.048
0.068
Parent Attended Gifted Program as a Child
0.02
0.11
Qualified for Free/Reduced Lunch
0.211
0.241
Native Language
-0.14
0.112
Note. *Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .01 level.

Beta

t

p-Value

-0.022
-0.132
-0.083
0.394
-0.346
0.188
0.104
-0.111
0.024
0.114
-0.167

4.925
-0.15
-1.046
-0.666
2.248
-2.556
1.231
0.67
-0.698
0.185
0.875
-1.248

< 0.001**
0.881
0.301
0.509
0.03*
0.014*
0.225
0.506
0.489
0.854
0.386
0.219

Beta

t

p-Value

-0.124
-0.244
-0.143
0.367
-0.319
-0.102
0.143
-0.079
-0.172
-0.166
-0.221

4.542
-0.802
-1.791
-1.073
1.943
-2.19
-0.618
0.854
-0.459
-1.256
-1.186
-1.533

< 0.001**
0.427
0.08
0.289
0.058
0.034*
0.539
0.398
0.649
0.216
0.242
0.132

Table 17
Multiple Regression for Navigational Capital
Model

B

SE

(Constant)
3.994
0.879
Parent’s Age
-0.123
0.154
Education Level
-0.183
0.102
Ethnicity/Race
-0.072
0.068
Number of People Living in Household
0.269
0.138
Two Parent Household
-0.61
0.279
Extended Family
-0.172
0.278
Siblings
0.2
0.235
Child’s Grade Level
-0.048
0.104
Parent Attended Gifted Program as a Child
-0.211
0.168
Qualified for Free/Reduced Lunch
-0.436
0.368
Native Language
-0.262
0.171
Note. *Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .01 level.
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Table 18
Multiple Regression for Familial Capital
Model
(Constant)
Parent’s Age
Education Level
Ethnicity/Race
Number of People Living in Household
Two Parent Household
Extended Family
Siblings
Child’s Grade Level
Parent Attended Gifted Program as a Child
Qualified for Free/Reduced Lunch
Native Language
Note. *Significant at the .05 level.

B

SE

Beta

t

p-Value

2.32
0.16
-0.119
-0.07
0.2
-0.611
0.602
0.373
-0.06
0.077
0.53
-0.016

0.885
0.155
0.103
0.068
0.139
0.28
0.28
0.236
0.105
0.169
0.37
0.172

0.143
-0.141
-0.123
0.243
-0.283
0.316
0.236
-0.089
0.056
0.179
-0.012

2.622
1.031
-1.155
-1.029
1.442
-2.179
2.154
1.582
-0.578
0.457
1.433
-0.095

0.012*
0.308
0.254
0.309
0.156
0.035*
0.037*
0.121
0.566
0.65
0.159
0.925

B

SE

Beta

t

p-Value

-0.049
-0.041
-0.051
0.357
-0.383
0.005
0.086
-0.254
-0.005
0.325
0.019

4.282
-0.32
-0.3
-0.38
1.898
-2.64
0.029
0.517
-1.486
-0.033
2.33
0.133

< 0.001**
0.751
0.765
0.706
0.064
0.011*
0.977
0.608
0.144
0.973
0.024*
0.895

Table 19
Multiple Regression for Resistant Capital
Model

(Constant)
3.118
0.728
Parent’s Age
-0.041
0.127
Education Level
-0.025
0.085
Ethnicity/Race
-0.021
0.056
Number of People Living in Household
0.217
0.114
Two Parent Household
-0.609
0.231
Extended Family
0.007
0.23
Siblings
0.1
0.194
Child’s Grade Level
-0.128
0.086
Parent Attended Gifted Program as a Child
-0.005
0.139
Qualified for Free/Reduced Lunch
0.71
0.305
Native Language
0.019
0.141
Note. *Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .01 level.
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Given the additional independent variables that surfaced as statistically significant by
performing a multiple regression for each form of capital, the researcher conducted a stepwise
regression model to identify the best combination of predictors for community cultural wealth.
Results of the stepwise regression revealed that households in which extended family members
were present exhibited significantly higher levels of community cultural wealth than in
households in which extended families were absent (see Table 20).
Table 20
Stepwise Regression for Community Cultural Wealth
Model

B

SE

Beta

t

(Constant)
2.723
0.048
56.23
Extended Family
0.271
0.124
0.241
2.181
Note. *Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .01 level.

p-Value
< 0.001**
0.032*

Supportive Structures and Impeding Barriers
Results of Open-Ended Survey Questions
To determine the supporting structures and impeding barriers families encounter when
navigating their child’s gifted program, families responded to three-opened ended questions on
the CCWGF survey regarding their child’s educational experience, obstacles the parents
encountered, and navigating the admissions process. The open-ended responses of the 25
families who identified as Black or Latino on the survey were coded and themes were created to
identify the barriers and supporting structures that families experience navigating their child’s
gifted program. The purpose of the constructive responses was to better understand the context
of the participants in the study, expand on the quantitative responses on the survey, and further
explain the linkages to the theoretical framework (Creswell, 2007). If a recurring concept or
pattern emerged in three-fourths of the data, it was categorized as a theme. The theme of having
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a scarcity of resources surfaced for 19 out of the 25 respondents as barriers for families.
Specifically, respondents alluded to the lack of available seats for students who receive a
qualifying score on the gifted and talented admissions test, inaccessible information about the
gifted programs, and the long commutes to attend gifted programs outside of their neighborhood
due to the limited gifted programs offered across the five New York City boroughs.
The barriers parents expressed were coupled with various recommendations. One parent
wrote, “I think location of gifted programs matter & we need gifted schools in every
neighborhood.” The parents offered several other recommendations to expand gifted programs
by conducting universal screening and ensuring there are “quality accelerated programs at each
school.” One parent wrote, “As long as G&T programs require parents to jump through a maze
to get children enrolled, these programs will always skew toward families with higher levels of
financial and social capital.” The information for gifted programs was described as being buried
in the website and there was an assertion that better outreach to communities is needed to make
the information more accessible. The theme of scarcity of resources was later collapsed with the
theme of critical consciousness from the semistructured interviews because it demonstrated the
parents’ awareness of inequities in the system and their advocacy for change.
Respondents mentioned barriers more frequently in the open-ended survey responses;
however, 11 out of the 25 families mentioned common supporting structures. Although this did
not meet the 75% threshold for categorizing as a theme, respondents did allude to the stimulating
environment and quality of the relationships in the school as a supporting structure. Specifically,
families indicated on the open-ended survey questions that the high expectations, rigorous
curriculum, and like-minded students and families present in gifted programs were supporting
structures for them. Based on these results, the semistructured interviews conducted afterwards
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allowed for greater probing around these identified supporting structures and how these
structures manifest as systems of support for families in Phase 2 of the study.
Persisting and Navigating Gifted Programs
Description of Interview Participants
The researcher conducted eight follow-up semistructured interviews with parents as part
of Phase 2 of the sequential explanatory research design for this study. The purpose of this phase
was to address how Black and Latino families navigate gifted programs and the forms of
community cultural wealth they employ to support their children to persist in a gifted program.
Pseudonyms were used for each participant to protect their identities. Six of the eight parents
selected were mothers, whereas the remaining two participants were fathers. One participant
identified as a single mother and two participants identified as single fathers. As indicated in
Table 21, three participants held a bachelor’s degree, two held a high school diploma, one
obtained a master’s degree, and two participants achieved a doctorate degree as their highest
form of education. Three participants identified as Black, while five of the participants identified
as Latino or Latina. Of the eight participants, only one parent’s native language was not English.
In terms of age, three parents reported an age range of 31–40 years old, two parents were in the
age range of 41–50 years old, and three parents were 50+ years old. Of the eight parents, two had
children who qualified for free or reduced lunch. Seven of the eight participants reported having
children who are alumni of a gifted program, and one participant had a child currently enrolled in
a gifted program in a New York City public school.
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Table 21
Interview Participants' Demographic Information

Parent’s
Name
Dalia
David
Tiffany

Felipe
Natalia
Alyssa
Linda
Paula

Age
category
41–50
years old
50+
years old
31–40
years old
50+
years old
31–40
years old
41–50
years old
50+
years old
31–40
years old

Qualified for
Free/Reduced
Lunch

Education
Level

Cultural
Group/
Race

No

Bachelor's
degree

Yes

High school
diploma

Black

English

No

Yes

Bachelor's
degree

Black

English

No

Latina

Two
Native
Parent
Language Household
Spanish

Yes

Child’s
Grade
Level
K-8
Alumnus
K-8
Alumnus
K-8
Alumna

No

Master's
degree

Latino

English

No

No

High school
diploma

Latina

English

Yes

No

Doctorate

Black

English

Yes

No

Doctorate

Latina

Spanish

Yes

Grade 68
Alumna
K-8
Alumna
K-5
Alumnus
K-5
Alumnus

No

Bachelor's
degree

Latina

English

Yes

1st Grade

The results in this section captured the voices of eight parents who shared their
experiences navigating their child’s gifted programs in New York City’s public schools. The
interviews shed light on how families drew on community cultural wealth to support the
academic trajectories of their children in a gifted program. Moreover, the results of the
interviews revealed three major themes connected to community cultural wealth: (a) critical
consciousness, (b) strategic planning, and (c) cultivating strong social networks (see Table 22).
The following section discusses how these three themes illuminate how parents leveraged
community cultural wealth to navigate gifted programs and support their children during this
process.
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Table 22
Navigating Gifted Programs
Major Themes

Critical Consciousness

Strategic Planning

Main Forms of
Community
Cultural
Wealth
Employed

•
•
•
•
•

Resistance Capital
Linguistic Capital
Social Capital,
Familial Capital
Navigational
Capital

•

Examples

•

Considering the
diversity of
students and staff
when selecting a
gifted program
Awareness of
disparities in
resources and
access to high
quality public
schools
Advocating for
child’s needs
when they are
experiencing
challenges at
school
Affirming one’s
culture and
heritage
Serving as parent
advocates to
promote access to
others

•

•

•

•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•

Cultivating Strong
Social Networks

Aspirational
Capital
Familial Capital
Navigational
Capital

•
•

Social Capital
Familial
Capital

Becoming
experts on the
admissions
process
Accessing
various
platforms for
information
(social media,
phone calls,
family members,
videos, books,
and Internet
searches)
Test Prep
Educational
Family Trips
Aligning school
choice with
family’s
aspirations and
child’s needs

•

Group text
chats, play
dates,
Facebook
groups
Support from
extended
family
Traveling with
other parents
Joining
extracurricular
activities

•
•
•

Critical Consciousness
The interviews with parents revealed their shared awareness of the various social,
economic, political, and geographic factors that intersect and influence their access to high-
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quality educational opportunities for their children. Specifically, parents recognized how their
language, ethnicity, home neighborhood location, and/or socioeconomic status played a role in
positioning their child for success or in serving as a barrier to their child in education. Critical
consciousness refers to the ways in which historically marginalized groups critically analyze the
systems of inequality in their environment and act to change them (Freire, 1970; LadsonBillings, 1995). Recognizing the inequities impacting the educational system through their
critical consciousness, parents leveraged their aspirational capital, familial capital, navigational
capital, social capital, and resistant capital to seek and secure a high-quality school that matches
their high aspirations for their children’s educational success.
One parent, David, a single Black father, recounted his experience of the days his current
high school son attended an elementary and middle school gifted program. David shared a
concern about the quality of schools his neighborhood offered for his child when searching for
an elementary school:
I grew up in the district where you went to the school up the street and in the county, they
were all pretty good, so you didn’t have to worry about it. But living in New York City, I
was concerned about what school he was going to go to.
David leveraged his familial capital by speaking to his sister to gain insight on the school her
daughter was attending. It turned out that David’s niece was in first grade and attending a gifted
program. After hearing good things about the school and observing positive impacts in the way
his niece was able to articulate her thoughts, David decided to follow suit and apply for a gifted
program. David enrolled his son in a gifted program beginning in first grade. David revealed,
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It made me stay in New York City because at that point, when he turned five years old, I
was thinking of leaving the city based on the fact that I was concerned about what kind of
school he was going to go to.
David’s aspirational capital led him to stay in New York City’s public school system
because his desire to find a place where his son can be pushed and challenged was met:
I didn't want him to be in a place where being average or not working hard was okay.
And I liked the fact that achieving academically was cool. There’s some schools where
they make fun of the children that do very well.
For the admissions process, David shared his uneasiness about his son getting into a gifted
program given that there were limited seats available and was dismayed by the poor outreach to
families, especially for those who do not speak English. Recognizing this barrier to access to
gifted programs, David leveraged his resistant capital and joined an advocacy organization for
parents to raise awareness about the existence of gifted programs: “I was part of that because I
was concerned about people knowing about that opportunity and having access and more
opportunity for kids.” During public meetings held by the parent advocacy organization, David
recalled vividly the look of desperation parents had on their faces as they asked him questions
about gifted programs. He wondered if he carried the same look when he was searching for a
gifted program for his child.
Tiffany, a single Black mother of three, was 20 years old when she first began the process
of looking for a school for her 4-year-old child at the time. She applied at the suggestion of her
child’s preschool teacher. Unlike David, Tiffany shared that she did not have any expectations
initially for the education her child would receive in a gifted program. She attributed this initial
lack of expectations to her youth. In fact, she shared that she was not even aware of the existence
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of a gifted program within her own neighborhood, which turned out to be the school she would
eventually send her daughter to in kindergarten. However, Tiffany’s expectations evolved over
time: “As time progressed, what I expected to get out of [a gifted program] would be more than
‘neighborhood’ schools provided. I anticipated a better education and a more challenging
education.” She mentioned that, at the time, she was debating between a charter school that was
heavily promoted and offered coupons but was just starting out as a school. Ultimately, she took
the advice of a family friend who cautioned: “should they lose funding or whatever...as they are
trying to gain their footing, it would affect [your] child.” The lure of the stability of a wellestablished gifted program ultimately swayed Tiffany to enroll her child in a gifted program.
Although Tiffany had not quite fully developed her aspirational capital at the onset of her school
search for her daughter, her social capital through her family and daughter’s preschool helped
her shape and leverage her aspirations to pursue a reputable school with stability and
opportunities to challenge her child.
Natalia, a Latina mother of two, highlighted the inequities she experienced on her school
search for her 4-year-old daughter as she attempted to navigate the admissions process for gifted
programs. She wanted her 4-year-old daughter to follow in the footsteps of her eldest daughter in
high school who had attended a gifted program for elementary and middle school. She shared,
We basically had to pay $350 for a psychology test even though this [program] is a public
school. I am hoping that my child will be one of the fifty students to be selected for round
two and she just wasn’t. Did she get a chance to show how gifted and talented I think she
was? No. It’s just a lottery system…that’s money that we don’t have.
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She described this circumstance as part of a larger issue: “What I am seeing, the opportunities,
even in the minority districts, are very slim...in my community [the schools] are a bit
disappointing.”
Recognizing the limitations of her neighborhood schools, Natalia sought and enrolled her
eldest daughter in a Kindergarten–8th grade gifted program with aspirations to surround her
child with other like-minded students. She expressed the positive cascading effects of her child’s
academic grades with her getting into a good high school and leading her to apply to prestigious
programs. Natalia shared:
I mean [Riana] got accepted into [a university program] and we couldn’t afford it and
there were no scholarships...that is the big problem we’re having in the education system.
Our minorities are not able to afford programs that are so elite. Or programs that they
strive from the beginning which is kindergarten. So, I think I am kind of scared of having
[Riana] in a good school and wanting the same for my second daughter. But, it’s a little
unattainable now.
Despite these barriers, Natalia’s resistant capital coats a relentless attitude towards
pursuing opportunities for her children’s education. She revealed the power of focusing on the
role of the parent as a tactic for combating roadblocks:
At the end of the day, it is up to the parent to know their child and nurture that and if it is
not in a G& T school...extracurriculars...find what your kid is good at and do not give up.
If they don’t get in, they can continue. If this is what the parents’ goal is to get their kid
into a G & T class, I think if I am wrong, you're allowed to continue to take it every year
in elementary school. So, I mean keep trying. Work on your kid. Understand the test.
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Several of the parents interviewed were aware of the quality and scarcity of resources in
the educational system. Linda, a Latina mother of two sons, both of whom attended gifted
programs, reminisced about the quality of education her sons received from their elementary
gifted program and highlighted how the Latin program at her children’s school positively
impacted their vocabularies and abilities to decipher advanced words. Linda declared this access
to Latin as a foreign language is “such a basic thing, [but] it’s not widespread in every school.”
She highlighted the benefits of her children’s gifted program: “the joy in learning more and
being intellectually challenged.” Contrary to David and Natalia, Linda shared that she lived in a
neighborhood with good public-school options. However, she shared that her family are strong
believers in having a strong base in education early on in life and that she was looking for a
school that prioritized rigor and excellence. The strength of her aspirational capital prompted
Linda to look beyond the good schools in her immediate neighborhood in the hopes of finding
something even greater.
Linda shared that at her son’s elementary gifted school “everybody's origin, race,
country, language, customs and accents were celebrated.” She related this statement to a personal
experience: “My son loves that I speak with this little funny accent.” She shared how her son’s
classmates find her accent “interesting” and “cute.” In contrast, Paula, a Latina mother of one
first-grade child, experienced conflict about how her culture would impact her daughter’s
educational experience, specifically teaching her the Spanish language. Paula explained her
internal debate:
I go back and forth...should I speak less Spanish because that might hinder her. She is
now learning so many advanced words in English and writing much more eloquently…
those are things I always think about...Is this going to hinder her? Is it going to confuse
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her? I don’t want to hinder her education and make her learn a little less or not at the
same pace because of her culture.
Ultimately, Paula decided to leverage her linguistic capital by speaking Spanish to her
daughter and shared that she tries to “make it a point to her that it is a part of her culture.” She
shared that her daughter is the only student of Latin origin on her grade level and expressed a
longing for greater diversity in the school community. Nevertheless, Paula shared that her
daughter’s school hosts cultural fairs to celebrate different cultures and traditions. She had
planned to showcase her underrepresented culture; however, the COVID-19 global pandemic
struck and shut down her school before the event could occur.
Although Paula used her linguistic capital to affirm her child’s culture in a community
that did not reflect her heritage, Dalia, a Latina mother of two sons, used her linguistic capital to
help others navigate gifted programs, specifically those who had language barriers. Dalia was not
familiar with the school system as she attended school in Puerto Rico during her formative years.
Hence, she had compassion towards other parents she crossed paths with at various information
sessions who had difficulty navigating the public school system. Dalia recalled her interactions
with others who spoke Spanish:
I may have used my voice to those who do not speak the language... it was more of a help
to others who do not speak English and were trying to ask questions about the program.
When they heard me speak Spanish, they would come to me and ask a question and I try
to direct them the right way...I pay it forward because I know how hard it is to navigate
the system.
For Dalia, she acknowledged that speaking English allowed her to navigate the
admissions process but acknowledged the challenges for others who may not have this same
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privilege. She proclaimed, “I might be shy in another aspect, but when it comes to taking
opportunities for my children, I go all the way home.” She empathized for other families who
may “feel shy to open their mouths” and advocate for their children. Dalia expressed her desire
to create a nonprofit business that would help families go through the admissions process “since
there are a lot of immigrants in New York City that do not know what the city has to offer and
their children are entitled to these services and education.”
Felipe, a divorced Latino father of three children, shared how his resistant capital and
familial capital were leveraged through family discussions and interventions. He recalled
finding out late about the admissions process for gifted programs, which left him urgently
seeking a good school for his daughter in elementary school. He recognized the importance of
getting his daughter into a good elementary school in preparation for a gifted program in middle
school. He acknowledged his ex-wife: “I think my [ex-wife] was very instrumental because she
fought to get my kids into a good elementary school even though we were not zoned for that
school.” He explained that he lived across the street from a dividing line that determined his
child’s zoned school. He described the schools on either side of this dividing line as “day and
night.” He credited his ex-wife for meeting with the principal of the unzoned school on the
opposite side of this dividing line to advocate for their daughter to attend the school. Fortunately,
his daughter was able to attend this elementary school and subsequently enrolled in a middle
school gifted program just as the father had planned.
Later on, Felipe faced a similar situation, which called for him to consider how to best
position his children for success. This situation called for the family to think about the
intersection of their race and a possible opportunity. Felipe shared that race was not something
their children particularly thought about and that his biracial children “never thought of
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themselves as being White or Hispanic or whatever. They always were kind of open-minded, if
that’s the word.” However, he shared that they have been positioned to think about race as part
of their identity as they get older. One of his sons was attending a gifted high school program
and was tasked with applying for colleges. Felipe described the tension in completing a certain
aspect of the application:
We had a big discussion in our family because he didn’t want to bring up the fact that he
was Hispanic on his applications. He said I don’t want to be accepted just because he was
Hispanic...he said he wanted to be accepted on the basis of his merits. He’s a kid that has
1580 on the SAT, he’s practically perfect. So I said, “Ryan you got this extra inch.”
Felipe mentioned that his children have been insulated about the topic of race, but that he
discussed his own personal experiences: “I do not want my children to be shocked, if they were
ever in a situation.” Felipe mentioned how his race might be a reason why he had been bypassed
for a promotion, but then also highlighted how it encouraged him to be more entrepreneurial.
Reflecting on his personal experiences, Felipe encouraged his son to mention his Hispanic
identity on the application, but his son resisted. Interestingly, Felipe’s son did not get into the
college that was his first choice. In response Felipe shared, “we’re still wondering...if he had
checked the box.”
Strategic Planning
Another theme that surfaced amongst the participants in the interview was the importance
of strategic planning when navigating their child’s gifted program. The parents were intentional
about their research and approach to finding out information about gifted programs, supporting
their child’s success in a gifted program, and centering their lives around their children’s
academics. These actions contributed to parents’ leveraging their navigational capital, social
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capital, and familial capital in support of their aspirations for their child to attend a gifted
program.
Felipe described the process as “a race you get into as soon as you’re born.” He waited
until two of his three children were approaching middle school to start the research process for
gifted programs and admitted that he should have started earlier, particularly at the kindergarten
level. He explained he did not realize how competitive the process was for applying to gifted
programs. He described the admissions process for gifted programs as follows:
I think in New York City, it is a maze; the parent has to be gifted because the parent has
to go through the maze and figure out what’s what because there is a test for this and a
deadline and all this.
Felipe described the admissions process as tedious and compared the parent’s role in it as
“a part-time job.” He leveraged his navigational capital “to research, to look at videos, and get
different books” to learn about the different school choices available to him. He shared that the
most challenging part was having to keep track of the varying admissions criteria for each gifted
program and with their respective timelines and deadlines. Out of a desire for wanting the best
for his children and to help them succeed, Felipe played a critical role in preparing his children to
do well on the admissions assessments. Felipe shared, “We trained our kids to interview. We
would do mock interviews with them. I did put my kids through extra tutoring to prepare them
for the test.”
Felipe did not necessarily subscribe to the belief that the gifted label meant the children
who identified in this way are smarter than other students not identified as gifted. He believed
students’ intellectual development can be nurtured, influenced by parents, and shaped by the
environment. He shared that “you have to be really on your kids all the time. You have to find
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extracurricular activities for them...plan out their summers...plan out their afterschool programs.”
Felipe leveraged his familial capital to use his family quality time as an educational experience.
He reminisced fondly about these pastimes:
I’m a big buff of history, so we would play history games...or when we went on a trip, we
had these questions about geography. I mean you gotta get these kids excited. Those
brains, you know, you don’t get them excited they tend to wander off.
While Felipe described the admissions process as tedious, Tiffany described the process
as straight-forward. She explained it was simply a matter of signing up for the test and
subsequently accompanying your child to take the assessment. Tiffany leveraged her
navigational capital by monitoring her emails from the NYCDOE. She expressed that she was
more fearful of her child being “very timid.” Tiffany elaborated on the process:
You have your child study for the test, a couple of minutes because they are small, only
four. It’s really all that it took. Later on, when you sign up for DOE emails, you get an
email every five seconds (laughs) so I read my email so I could stay abreast of what’s
going on…what the deadlines were.
Alyssa, a Black mother of two children, described a similar attitude towards the
admissions process as Tiffany. Like Felipe, she had missed the deadlines to enroll her first child
into a gifted program in elementary school, but she pursued a gifted school for her eldest
daughter in middle school and an elementary gifted program for her youngest daughter. Alyssa
had concerns about enrolling her daughters in two separate schools and leveraged her familial
capital to strategize. She prepared for this possibility by talking it over with her husband in
which they both decided they would hire two nannies to support their respective daughters.
Leveraging her navigational capital, Alyssa downloaded a sample test from the school’s
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website to practice with her daughter: “After ten minutes [my daughter] was like I have no desire
to do this.” Alyssa did not have high expectations for her daughter getting in as she shared,
“They tell you it is easier to get into Harvard.” Alyssa’s daughter ended up getting into the gifted
program and she reflected on her preparation for this opportunity:
It’s kind of like winning the lottery. Will I consider test prep for my other daughter? I
probably would. But I don’t believe in it. These kids are already probably more set up
than most kids just because they have gone to good schools. I think the base is at early
childhood education. A good elementary school sets you up, not necessarily test prep. But
maybe I am naive. I don’t know.
Some parents expressed nonnegotiable criteria that helped them narrow their school
search for gifted programs. For example, Natalia was a working parent and needed the support of
a school with an after-school program and health services. She credited her daughter’s school
partnership with a hospital for therapy and counseling services, along with after school activities
as a deciding factor for selecting a gifted program. Leveraging her navigational capital, she
shared that her planning started early:
So, I did my research when she was in my belly. Same thing with Jessica. What school is
she going to go to? What’s the protocol now ten years later? It’s hard. It’s been difficult
but people of my ethnicity don’t grow up being in the best school. I know a lot of people
and have a lot of friends who go to their zoned school. Some send their kids right across
the street. The parents don’t research that there are programs out there. Also, the lack of
attention in the home not realizing that your child may have a special ability and you
have to nurture that.
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Parents were sensitive to diversity as they leveraged their navigational capital to identify
and select an appropriate gifted program for their child. For example, David shared that he
stopped looking at other gifted programs once he identified a diverse gifted program. David
remarked, “At one point, [my child] had like four Black male teachers. And like I tell him, ‘Do
you know how lucky you are?’” He reminisced about how excited he was to attend parentteacher conferences or back-to-school night to speak to these teachers. In fact, David shared that
his son was struggling academically during this time but was highly focused and improved
because he liked his teachers.
Dalia shared that she settled on one particular gifted program for her son because she did
not want him to “stick out as a sore thumb” as a Latino student. She found comfort in
surrounding her son in a school with other diverse students who also shared her son’s cultural
background. Before selecting this program for her first son and eventually her second son, she
examined reviews on and outside of the NYCDOE’s website, participated on school tours, and
compared and contrasted schools with her husband. When reflecting on her experience, she
shared, “I found the system difficult to navigate and it was like pulling teeth.” She recalled a
particular moment when she was frustrated because she was not receiving the information she
needed from a school district official:
The lady was stonewalling me because I had sent an email to the district deputy; I don’t
know what you call it, supervisors or whatever. So, you just have to be aggressive. You
have to be aggressive, but aggressive in a good way. You can’t be rude; you have to be
aggressive in a very professional way.
Dalia emphasized the importance of asking questions, conducting Google searches to find
information, and keeping a log of important phone numbers. When asked about what future
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advice she would give to a family who wants to attend a gifted program, she replied, “you’re not
going to get your children into a [gifted program] if you do not know the whereabouts...like they
have different district programs versus citywide programs.” She took the opportunity to mention
the importance of not being shy when asking questions, even if the questions seem to feel as
though they are being asked incorrectly. She also highlighted the importance of knowing the best
way you like to process information. Dalia disclosed, “I’d rather interact with people rather than
the Internet. So, I used to jot down numbers and call more than I did Google the Internet.”
Paula also turned to the Internet to leverage her navigational capital to help prepare
strategically for applying and enrolling her daughter in a gifted school. She identified blogs and
Facebook groups for mothers of children applying or enrolled in gifted programs. She surmised:
“I guess through all those different sources I was able to piece together the admissions process.”
She had heard about children who did not pass the test and test prep that other families were
taking advantage of to help prepare their children. Paula opted to prepare with test prep books
and explained: “There was a lot unknown of how hard the test was and how difficult it was to get
in. So, we just prepped her with just books.” Paula expressed that she and her daughter practiced
for the gifted and talented admissions test using the books, but that “it would be okay” if she did
not get in.
On the other hand, Linda leveraged her social capital to navigate the admissions process
for gifted programs. She shared that her son’s preschool director was instrumental in outlining
the options she had to apply to elementary schools for kindergarten. Once her preschool director
presented gifted programs as a viable option for her son, Linda began to research further by
investigating online resources, speaking to other parents, and through “a little bit of word of
mouth.” Linda declared, “Mostly talking to others was how I got smarter about how to apply and

81
take the test and all that.” She shared that her son went into the admissions exam with little test
prep at all. She elaborated on the extent of the test prep:
I gave it to him the night before and I said, “Hey you wanna play a game?” ...He got all
the answers wrong. I said this is not going to go well. But, I don’t know if he was tired. I
did it at like 9PM the night before. But I don’t know if it helped or not. He must’ve done
well because he got in. So maybe it was that he was just tired.
All eight parents interviewed displayed a strong commitment to fulfill the steps involved
in the admissions process and had developed a plan to ensure the success of their child. All
parents resorted to different forms of media or resources to guide their knowledge and research
about the gifted programs. With the exception of Felipe and Paula, the rest of the parents did not
invest as much time into preparing their children for the exam, but their children managed to
gain acceptance into a gifted program.
Cultivating Strong Networks
Another theme that surfaced from the interviews was the strong networks that families
cultivated to support their children in a gifted program. Parents strategically sought opportunities
to cultivate strong networks with individuals in various facets of their lives. The individuals in
the social network consisted of school officials, family members, health professionals, and other
parents in or outside of the school community. These supportive connections provided
opportunities for parents to exchange information and bond over common interests and
motivated them to leverage their social capital, resistant capital, and familial capital.
Natalia capitalized on her family relationships to support her in the process of navigating
her eldest daughter’s gifted program. Natalia credited her uncle, who worked in the NYCDOE
for “putting the bug” in her ear about gifted programs. She shared, “I kind of grew up in a family
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that led me to all of the resources.” She had attended a gifted elementary school in New York
City when she was a child, so she and her family were familiar with how gifted programs
operated. Natalia, and her children’s extended family, valued gifted programming, so they would
send her reminders about upcoming deadlines for the gifted test and other deadlines. Aside from
Natalia’s family involvement with the application process for gifted programs, she attributed her
daughter’s success in a gifted program to her involvement in learning the school’s curriculum
and working with her daughter directly on assignments. In her 20s at the time, she considered
herself a young mother and asserted that she did not feel so far removed from the content her
child was learning. Natalia shared: “I love projects...sitting down with her and making sure it's
executed correctly.” Although Natalia played the main role in supporting her daughter in school,
she shared that her daughter could reach out to any one of her extended family members if she
needed help academically. Hence, Natalia’s familial capital was a foundational source of
support.
Tiffany was also in her 20s when she was raising her daughter in a gifted program. She
talked about the role of her child’s extended family in providing support:
We were still living with my mom. It was myself and my two children and this was the
oldest child; we lived with my mother. In the moment, she wasn’t retired, but she still
was like an active grandparent on what’s going on and how I can help you with your
homework to that extent. But when it came to the meat and potatoes such as parent
teacher conferences or finding out what is going on that was solely up to me.
Tiffany continued by explaining some of the barriers she encountered in the program. At
one point, her child began to struggle in the program. She revealed a contentious conversation
between her and a school official: “The way that it was presented to me was that gifted and
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talented children don’t struggle right, so perhaps if your child is struggling this is not the place
for her.” Tiffany expressed that she remained resolute that her child persisted in the program
despite the discouragement from the school. She expressed: “Where do you take your child if
they were in a gifted and talented program and other alternatives are like the neighborhood
schools? I refused.” Tiffany further strengthened and leveraged her resistant capital by seeking
out her pediatrician and church leaders. Tiffany shared that her church reminded her family
about the beauty of her culture, heritage, and identity and empowered her to be prideful in the
midst of adversity. She also attributed her partnership with her child’s pediatrician as
instrumental in ensuring her child excelled and thrived in the gifted program. Through this
connection, Tiffany was able to identify challenges to her daughter’s learning and supports to
enable her to succeed in the gifted program.
Many of the parents interviewed also developed close relationships with members of the
school community as a supportive structure. Alyssa is a full-time physician and shared that her
job prevented her from being present during times when most parents socialize with each other
or when parents socialize with other staff members. As a front-line worker responding to
COVID-19 and other emergencies, she expressed that she was presented with far fewer
opportunities than desired to be present in the school building. She recalled a time when her
daughter was in nursery school that the parents were secretive and competitive about the
admissions process for gifted programs. However, one question the nursery-school teacher posed
was enough to open the door of awareness about the program: “Did you get your daughter
tested?” This led Alyssa to discover gifted programs and later seek a gifted program for her other
daughter. Still leading a busy life, Alyssa explained how challenging it is to keep abreast of
school events and matters. Although she may not be able to stay on top of the emails from the
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school, she shared that she can easily pick up the phone and count on a parent to brief her and
keep her in the loop.
Other parents attributed participating in school functions as a way to bond with other
parents. David expressed the satisfaction he found with being around other parents with similar
goals. He shared the benefits of sharing his experience with other parents and strategies to
support their children:
I knew there were people I could talk to. We could be there to sell cupcakes but
eventually we would start talking about “What’s going on with that technology?” or
“What’s going on with that English project?” or “What do you do when she gets burnt
out? What do you do when…?” What are you doing that makes him successful? It’s
awesome to have that.
Similarly, Linda mentioned school functions as a feature of her child’s gifted program
that allowed her to build relationships with other parents. She described the community as closeknit and praised the school for planning various events to help bring parents together. For
example, she revealed that travelling with families on school trips to chess tournaments and other
places around the city helped foster supportive conversations. Linda mentioned they would
discuss what their children were struggling with and asked themselves, “Is it my kid’s problem?
Or is it a problem that is across the board for everybody?” Linda further elaborated, “There is a
lot of community that gets created when you're in a small school with parents that have the same
mindset and have similar goals for your kids' education.”
On the other hand, Paula cultivated her social network through an online community.
Paula’s research on gifted programs led her to a Facebook group of parents who were starting the
gifted program the same year as her daughter. She shared that she became particularly close with
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four mothers in the group. Their children participated in play dates with one another before they
entered the program. She explained, “That group became the closest group that I am in even until
now. We now will text for any little thing.” She reflected on how useful this group is for
providing support to her whenever she is confused about anything and pondered if other families
have similar support networks. Other parents, such as Dalia, anchored their support from the
school directly. Dalia shared, “the only support I had was the administration, the office workers,
and the teachers were number one.” She recalled that the communication between the teachers
was constant, which helped if there were any problems.
Felipe attributed involving his children in sports as critical for offering a well-rounded
education for his children, but also for learning about how the school system operates. He shared
that the topic of conversation always centered on the top schools the other parents were sending
their children to during these extracurricular activities. He shared, “just talking to other parents, I
met other parents who had the same goals.” He shared how his network became more “focused”
and “specialized” when his children entered a gifted program. He named a parent leader who
attended the gifted program with his child revealing that she still sends useful information and
opportunities to him. He also discussed networking with the owner of a tutorial program for
discounts and gaining access to information, such as how to fill out certain applications, has been
beneficial.
Overall, parents were able to leverage their relationships with individuals or members of
their community by using these networks as learning opportunities, information gathering, or for
harnessing support to reach a goal for their child. Parents were able to employ components of
Yosso’s (2005) community cultural wealth as supporting structures to overcome external barriers
for having their children gain entry and persist in New York City’s specialized gifted programs
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and schools. The interactions and discussions both formally and informally in their networks
afforded opportunities for parents to discuss their child’s experiences and allowed them to bond
over their mutual interest in achieving high levels of success for their children. Hence, parents
were able to actualize their aspirations for their children and leverage their community cultural
wealth by cultivating strong networks.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this sequential explanatory mixed-methods study was to examine the
experiences, beliefs, and practices of Black and Latino families who navigate gifted programs in
support of their children. This chapter includes a discussion of major findings as related to the
literature on underrepresentation in gifted education, family-school partnerships, and community
cultural wealth theory. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the limitations of the study
and recommendations for future research.
This chapter contains a discussion and future research possibilities based on the following
research questions:
•

Research Question #1: How do Black and Latino families navigate gifted
programs?

•

Research Question #2: What supporting structures and impeding barriers do
families encounter?

•

Research Question #3: To what extent do the factors of parent age, educational
background, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, family composition, native
language, and age of the child explain families’ navigation of gifted programs?

•

Research Question #4: What forms of community cultural wealth do families
employ to support their children to persist in gifted programs?

Black and Latino students have been historically underrepresented in gifted programs
(Ford, 2014; Michael-Chadwell, 2011). Moreover, Black and Latino students represented in
gifted programs have historically underperformed on standardized achievement tests compared
to their White and Asian counterparts (Plucker et al., 2013). These differences have been
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attributed to systemic issues in the educational system including the identification practices for
gifted students and lack of a culturally responsive approach to educating gifted students (Lakin &
Lohman, 2011; Lakin, 2012; Callahan et al., 2003; Chamberlin & Moore, 2006; Hansen &
Feldhusen, 1994; Matthews & Foster, 2005). Despite these barriers, Black and Latino students
have been able to successfully persist in these programs. Using community cultural wealth
theory, this study examined how families were able to overcome these barriers and navigate their
child’s gifted program.
Out of the six forms of community cultural wealth, based on both the quantitative and
qualitative results, aspirational capital was the strongest form of capital leveraged across all
ethnicities/races. However, Black parents employed resistant capital at higher levels than White
families. Additionally, single-family households and larger-sized families displayed higher levels
of community cultural wealth than two-parent households or smaller-sized families. The
qualitative results expanded on these findings and revealed that parents’ critical consciousness
drove their high aspirations for their children's educational success in light of their desire to
overcome the inequities they have experienced personally or observed in their surrounding
communities. Additionally, the themes of parents engaging in strategic planning and cultivating
strong networks equipped parents with the knowledge to navigate the admissions process for
their child’s gifted program and empowered them to leverage their community cultural wealth to
support their child to persist in a gifted program.
Interpretation of Findings
Overcoming Barriers and Persisting in Gifted Programs
The qualitative data revealed that Black and Latino families faced several obstacles
applying to gifted programs by nature of their exclusivity. The three main obstacles identified
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were lack of seats, inaccessible information, and long commutes to attend gifted programs
outside of their neighborhoods. The resulting theme that was identified—a scarcity of
resources—is consistent with data that show White, advantaged parents tend to engage in
opportunity hoarding for coveted opportunities at high-performing schools (Sattin-Bajaj & Roda,
2020). Despite this obstacle, the Black and Latino parents interviewed in this study described
how they leveraged their aspirational capital to ensure their children attended rigorous and
challenging programs. These parents became self-directed experts on the admissions process and
traveled beyond their zoned school in pursuit of a high-quality education for their children.
The quantitative results of this study revealed that aspirational capital was the highest
form of capital leveraged across all families and sociodemographic groups. The qualitative
results supported this finding as all families that were interviewed expressed their desire to find a
rigorous school for their children with like-minded peers. Considering that 92% of the Black and
Latino parents in this study obtained a bachelor’s degree or higher, most parents in this study
were able to leverage their own academic experiences when communicating their expectations to
their children. Furthermore, 40% of the parents shared they had attended a gifted program when
they were children. Legacy applicants have traditionally been associated with higher acceptance
rates than nonlegacy applicants at the elementary level up to university level (Hurwitz, 2011;
Sattin-Bajaj & Roda, 2020). This phenomenon appears to be mirrored in the formative schooling
years for gifted programs. Hence, the aspirations for alumni of gifted programs might have
intergenerational effects as these parents seek out similar rigorous experiences for their own
children.
Although aspirational capital was the strongest form of capital leveraged across all
ethnicities/races, resistant capital was higher for Black parents than White parents. This may be

90
attributed to the ongoing racism Black people specifically have experienced with respect to their
intelligence, culture, and overall abilities compared to their White counterparts (Kohli et al.,
2017). Most of the Black parents in this study identified between the age range of 41–50 years
old (55.6%), while 22.2% indicated they were 50 years old or older. This indicates a more
mature population who have lived through the aftermath of a segregated society and a post-civilrights-movement era with the lingering discriminatory treatment towards Black people.
Beginning in the 1990s, influential scholars shed light on the institutional racism existing in
school systems that perpetuated deficit-thinking towards Black people, thereby negatively
limiting their academic success in schools (Ford & Harris, 1996; Ford et al., 2001; Henfield et
al., 2008; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 2016; Valencia & Solórzano, 1997). With school culture
representing the White dominant culture of society, many Black people also struggled with the
isolating effects of being associated with “acting White” by their peers, leading them to feel
pressured to choose between their social status and academic achievement (Fryer et al., 2010;
Henfield et al., 2008). Thus, the tension Black people faced and are still facing between
upholding their culture and assimilating into the mainstream, dominant culture may explain the
differences in resistant capital between Black and White parents.
Additionally, even after the civil rights era deemed segregation unconstitutional, Black
people continued to struggle with not seeing their identities reflected in the curriculum. For
centuries, the curriculum has been Eurocentric and reduced to monthly celebrations (Ford et al.,
2008; Pinder, 2013). Moreover, most teachers in the workforce identify as White ((McFarland et
al., 2018). The lack of diversity in the staff and content of curriculum has placed Black people in
an inequitable position in the educational system. This inequitable trend in history has been a
focal point for academic scholars to affirm Black culture to the present day (Ladson-Billing,
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1995; Yosso, 2005; Ford & Russo; 2014; Ford et al., 2018). This constant battle for Black people
to affirm their identities in spaces that typically uphold the identities of the dominant culture may
explain the higher levels of resistant capital Black people leverage.
Another reason why Black parents reported higher resistant capital than White parents
might also be attributed to the timing of this study. The context of this study is situated during a
period of ongoing social unrest as Black citizens such as Breonna Taylor and George Floyd were
unjustly killed at the hands of White police officers. This growing tension has erupted and placed
race at the forefront of the national conversation and forced society and politicians to reexamine
the role race plays in affording certain privileges in society. These recent events have prompted
Black groups to unite and fight for reform as part of the Black Lives Matter movement (Cullors
et al., 2016).
The qualitative data from the semistructured interviews provided further insight into the
possible differences in resistant capital between Black and White parents. The theme of critical
consciousness surfaced amongst all interviewees. One Black parent, Tiffany, shared the conflict
she encountered when she felt her child was being pushed out of the school when her Black
daughter struggled to meet academic standards. Plucker et al. (2013) highlighted a notable
achievement and excellence gap between Black students and their White counterparts. On a
granular level, the school’s response towards the academic struggles of Tiffany’s child sheds
light on the school’s role in perpetuating this gap and the need for more culturally responsive
training to support Black students struggling in rigorous programs (Callahan et al., 2003;
Chamberlin & Moore, 2006; Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994; Matthews & Foster, 2005). Tiffany
qualified for free and reduced lunch and lived in a neighborhood of high poverty. Aware of the
consequences of withdrawing her daughter, Tiffany was fully conscious of the subpar
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neighborhood schools as an alternative. As a result, Tiffany fought for her child to stay in the
gifted program by enlisting the support of her pediatrician as an advocate for her child.
Tiffany also shared that her church played a key role as a supportive structure in
affirming her heritage and identity as a Black person. She shared that since her church has taken
this approach, there have been more conversations at home to facilitate pride in her family’s
culture. Similarly, another Black parent, David, discussed how his Black son was experiencing
academic struggles during his elementary school years, but started to make academic gains when
he had an unprecedented number of Black, male teachers for his core subject areas. David shared
that he would frequently impress upon his son how fortunate he was to have teachers he can
identify with at school. The conversations and circumstances of these families demonstrate the
significance of affirming the identities of students' cultures and value of having a teaching staff
that reflects their students’ identities (Butler-Barnes et al., 2012; Ford & Russo, 2014; Ford et al.,
2018).
Although Latino people have also experienced systemic barriers related to their ethnicity,
surprisingly, resistant capital did not yield any statistically significant results for this group under
the quantitative aspect of the study (Vega et al., 2015). This was particularly surprising given
that the qualitative results demonstrated obstacles related to their ethnicity. Specifically, four out
of the five Latino parents interviewed discussed their initial concerns with their children fitting
into a gifted program, affirming their cultural identity, or the language barriers observed by other
non-English-speaking parents at information sessions for schools. Ultimately, in leveraging their
resistant capital and linguistic capital, the families embraced their identities, spoke Spanish to
assist other parents to navigate the admissions process, and sought school communities that
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affirmed their heritage. Although this was not captured as statistically significant in the
quantitative results, it was notable in the qualitative results.
Based on the quantitative survey results, Black and Latino families leveraged all six
forms of community cultural wealth at varying degrees to navigate their child’s gifted programs.
In accordance with these quantitative findings, the qualitative results revealed that Black and
Latino parents leveraged their community cultural wealth according to three salient themes:
critical consciousness, strategic planning, and cultivating strong networks. Families strategically
researched resources that would help develop their expertise on the gifted admissions process
and enrich their child’s education. For enrichment, this included providing their children the
following resources: visits to cultural institutions, tutoring from professionals, extracurricular
activities, and access to educational books. This was coupled with building and leveraging
relationships with other parents within and outside the school community, healthcare providers,
family members, parent advocacy organizations, and school officials to exchange strategies and
information about supporting their child’s academic and social-emotional needs. The parentcentered and community-oriented nature of the resources Black and Latino parents leveraged
characterizes their navigation of their children’s gifted program. The variety of community
resources the parents accessed and leveraged illustrates the agency families have outside of the
traditional school-based parental-involvement paradigm (Epstein, 1995; Ishimaru, 2019).
Factors Contributing to Community Cultural Wealth
Results of regression models revealed three factors were predictive of community
cultural wealth for all families: (a) the number of people living in the household, (b) a single
parent household, and (c) extended family. Brofenbrenner’s (1977) theory on the role of family
as having the most immediate impact on their child’s development supports this finding.
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Moreover, in the qualitative data from the semistructured interviews, two parents expressed that
their familiarity with navigating the school system based on their experience with their older
child helped them navigate the gifted admissions process even though these siblings did not
necessarily attend a gifted program. Considering that 72.0% of the respondents who identified as
Black or Latino indicated that their children who attended gifted programs had siblings, this
might explain the advantage of having other children in the household. The same percentage of
Black and Latino parents also indicated that they had four or five members in the household.
Hence, larger family sizes may result in more experience, knowledge, and exposure to resources
to draw from when parents navigate their children’s gifted program.
Findings from the qualitative analyses further explain the significance of family
composition in predicting community cultural wealth. In the semistructured interviews, one
single parent, Felipe, explained that he found out about gifted programs after his first child was
enrolled in a nongifted program. Through trial and error with his first child, he was able to grasp
a better understanding of how to research and select schools that match his and his child’s
aspirations. Alyssa shared a similar experience with her first child. She had discovered gifted
programs from her social network after enrolling her first child in a neighborhood public school
and after missing the deadline to apply. She used this knowledge and experience afterwards to
strategically plan for her younger child to attend a gifted program. This shows the previous
experiences parents have with navigating the school system might help younger but not older
children by increasing their awareness of the array of school options and resources available to
them.
Although the presence of extended family members in the household was statistically
significant in the multiple regression for all families across socioeconomic demographics, Latino
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families did not report having any extended family members present in the household and only
two Black parents reported having extended family members in their households. Although
Black and Latino families reported a low number of extended family members present in their
household, the data from the semistructured interviews revealed that extended family members
outside of the household played an important role in supporting the parents interviewed in this
study. This was particularly true for two of the three single parents, David and Tiffany. David
shared the usefulness of his child’s aunt in sharing information about her daughter’s experience
in a gifted program, whereas Tiffany shared that her extended family helped her select the most
suitable school option for her daughter. Furthermore, a third parent, Felipe, also identified as a
single parent but he did not mention the support of extended family in his interviews. However,
he credited his ex-wife for having equally high aspirations for their two children, which
ultimately led to their children’s preparedness and acceptance to gifted programs. Lastly,
although Natalia did not identify as a single parent, she cited her extended family as a valuable
resource to her child in not only navigating the admissions process, but also supporting her child
with projects and other academic-related activities.
Families who qualified for free or reduced lunch exhibited significantly higher levels of
resistant capital than families who did not qualify for free or reduced lunch. Black and Latino
families typically reside in underserved communities and experience lower-quality access to
resources and bias towards their cognitive abilities due to their disadvantaged backgrounds
(Darling-Hammond, 2007; Hanushek & Rivkin, 2010; Lewis & Manno, 2011). Two parents who
participated in the semistructured interviews, Tiffany and David, both qualified for free or
reduced lunch. They both recognized the limited opportunities in their high-poverty
neighborhoods and sought school environments that were of higher quality. The role of
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supportive and caring family members has been identified as a success factor for overcoming
socioeconomic barriers (Goings & Ford, 2018). The desire for parents to seek better outcomes
for their children than themselves and overcome obstacles when experiencing hardships are
indicative of both aspirational capital and resistant capital (Yosso, 2005). These results suggest
resistant capital is one form of community cultural wealth parents can employ when facing
socioeconomic challenges.
Navigating Gifted Programs
Of the six forms of community cultural wealth, Yosso (2005) presented aspirational
capital as a central part of the framework. Parental aspirations have been found to have the
strongest relationship to student achievement (Ma et al., 2016). Similarly, aspirational capital
was the driving force behind families' navigation of gifted programs. The families interviewed
were keenly aware of the potential or advanced nature of their child’s development. As a result,
they sought a school that catered to high-functioning students through a challenging environment
and rigorous instruction by utilizing their social networks and conducting extensive research.
However, it is important to note the impetus that prompted families to leverage their community
cultural wealth.
One catalyst underlying the leveraging of community cultural wealth is the awareness of
community resources, most notably, the existence of gifted programs itself as an option for their
children. Of the eight families interviewed for this study, all families attributed their knowledge
of gifted programs through word-of-mouth, mainly through informal interactions with other
members of the community. If it were not for these interactions, these families would not have
had the opportunity to fully employ their community cultural wealth to pursue a gifted program
for their child. This underscores the importance of expanding family-school partnerships to
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intentionally include systems that formally align existing and future community resources
according to the needs, aspirations, and priorities of families (Ford et al., 2008; Pushor, 2014;
Ishimaru, 2019). In this study, the wealth of resources in the community were powerful enough,
at least for these families, to overcome the institutional barrier of inaccessible information.
Once families were made aware of a gifted program as a resource, families leveraged
their community cultural wealth by investigating existing resources and evaluating the quality of
these resources. In this stage, families leveraged all six forms of community cultural wealth to
access information about gifted programs, develop strategies to support their child at home, or
forge bonds with other community members to enhance the overall quality of their child’s
experience. Within these stages, the importance of understanding the child’s individual needs
and aspirations of their parents is crucial for navigating gifted programs. This was evident in the
semistructured interviews when families cited supportive resources, such as a rigorous
curriculum, high expectations, diversity in staff, partnerships with community-based
organizations, and like-minded students and families, as the impetus for pursuing a particular
gifted program for their child. This strategic planning allowed families to align their aspirations
and needs to specific resources in their community. This resource alignment also proved to be
instrumental for families when supporting their child to persist in gifted programs. In these
instances, families sought healthcare professionals, family members, and other parents in their
social network for support.
The plethora of community resources existing, accessed, and leveraged by the families
who participated in this study confirms the need for an asset-based approach to partnering with
families (Yosso, 2005). It is important to note that the families engaged in this process in a selfdirected way by recognizing their own agency and tapping into existing resources in their
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community to materialize their aspirations for their child in a gifted program. The
resourcefulness of individual families highlights the need to shift to a model that harnesses the
collective strength and power of individual parents (Alameda-Lawson & Lawson, 2019;
Ishimaru, 2019). This approach to family-school partnerships will allow historically
marginalized families to strategically disperse, share, and leverage community cultural wealth.
Implications for Research and Practice
Implications for Practice
There are several recommendations for practice based on the qualitative and quantitative
results of this study. These recommendations align to the main themes identified in this study
that underscore how families leveraged their community cultural wealth to navigate their child’s
gifted program. The three predominate themes were: (a) strategic planning, (b) cultivating strong
networks, and (c) critical consciousness. Collectively, the recommendations embedded in each
predominant theme are described narratively below. The recommendations seek to highlight the
voices and needs of families in the school system and respond to the barriers they faced
navigating their child’s gifted program.
Supporting Families with Strategic Planning
The most recent long-standing admissions policy for gifted programs in New York City
relied on two standardized assessments as the sole criteria for admissions. Given the profound
weight of these two measures in the identification process of gifted learners, it is important to
educate families about the existence of these assessments, or any assessment measures used in
the admissions process, and the constructs that they measure. The findings in this study revealed
the extent of test preparation amongst families differed at varying degrees from absent to
rigorous. Considering that traditional intelligence tests have been found to overlook creative
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expressions of giftedness, it is important for families to understand the specific expressions of
giftedness that are measured for entry into gifted programs (Lakin & Lohman, 2011). Given that
several of the families in this study viewed giftedness as a quality that can be nurtured, it is
critical to share information with families on how giftedness is formally measured in the school
system so they can be empowered to nurture these particular areas of giftedness in their child,
especially if they aspire for their child to attend a gifted program.
Although the measures used to identify gifted students must be clearly articulated to
families, the recruitment and communication to families about gifted programs must also
improve substantially. In this study, families discovered the existence of gifted programs
informally through their social networks. Lu and Weinberg (2016) revealed that Latinos and
African Americans are up to 45% less likely to register for the New York City Gifted exam than
their White counterparts. To increase diversity in gifted programs, a systematic approach for
disseminating information to families regarding the admissions for gifted programs must
be adopted. Specific attention must be devoted to transitional periods for families such as
kindergarten, middle school, and high school, to support them with understanding the full scope
of their school options for their children. Communities with a high concentration of Black and
Latino families require strong promotion from community-based organizations, public schools,
and healthcare facilities regarding gifted programs. Monthly workshops should be held for the
purpose of providing information and recruiting students from marginalized neighborhoods by
daycares, preschools, community-based organizations, and schools. For inclusion purposes,
translation services should be made available for culturally and linguistically diverse families.
Additionally, detailed records should be kept on file of attendance to determine which
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events yield the highest rate of participation and correlate to registration rates for the gifted
and talented test.
Cultivating Strong Networks with Families
Despite the bureaucratic obstacles the families in this study encountered navigating gifted
programs, they demonstrated extraordinary resilience and resourcefulness. However, it is
important to note that these assets were uncovered because they were actively sought through
this study and this platform was designed to uncover and highlight family strengths. Thus, it is
important for educators to develop an asset-oriented lens towards families and focus their
efforts on intentionally seeking and identifying families’ unique strengths, including those
that may be less overt. To achieve this, it is important to dismantle school-centric platforms for
engaging with families and instead provide frequent opportunities for educators to listen
intently, purposefully, and openly to families wherein families take the lead in communicating
about their experiences and aspirations. This position of receptivity can ensure institutional
policies align equitably to the needs of all families and forge a path for families to be regarded as
equal partners in their child’s education.
Implementing structures, such as ongoing listening conferences and in-school systems to
promote intentionally listening to families about how they experience their child’s school, will
afford educators, policymakers, and other institutional leaders the insight and opportunity to
reassess who does and does not benefit from existing policies and practices in the school system
(Lightfoot, 2004). In this study, families possessed a strong social network that allowed them to
overcome institutional barriers and materialize their aspirations for their child. Similarly, schools
must develop strong relationships with families to support them with attaining their aspirations.
By providing ample time, opportunities, and platforms to listen to families, educators can create
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a responsive space and line of communication for disrupting institutional barriers and promoting
an inclusive environment that honors parents’ voices.
Given the unique strengths and competencies that families possess, it is important to
create support groups for families to share their experiences nurturing their child’s
giftedness and navigating the school system with parent ambassadors serving as
facilitators. The Black and Latino families in this study capitalized on their social network and
resistant capital to navigate and support their child in a gifted program. Families were aware of
the inequities in the school systems that disadvantaged themselves, members of their community,
or individuals in their surrounding community. This critical consciousness propelled them to be
advocates for their children and leverage their community cultural wealth to support their child
with enrolling and persisting in a gifted program. Hence, it would be beneficial to identify parent
ambassadors in the community to serve as brokers to facilitate these support groups with special
attention to promoting parent advocacy skills. Moreover, considering the statistical significance
of extended family members as a factor in families’ navigation of their child’s gifted program, it
is important to actively seek and build the capacity of extended family members as advocates for
their students’ educational needs. To facilitate support groups for parents, schools and parent
advocates can partner together to identify space, time, and community resources for families to
meet regularly throughout the school year to share their experiences and skills.
Operationalizing Critical Consciousness
Children who reside in wealthier school districts gain the coveted and highly competitive
seat in gifted and talented programs at higher rates than children residing in poorer
neighborhoods (Lu & Weinberg, 2016). This poses an unfair disadvantage to students who reside
in poorer neighborhoods and attend low-performing schools (Duncan & Murnane, 2011;
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Gubbins et al., 2014; Hamilton et al., 2018). In this study, families were keenly aware of these
inequities and leveraged their critical consciousness to become experts on the admissions process
for gifted programs to find an alternative learning environment to the less desirable schools in
their neighborhood. However, it is important to note that the chances of gaining a seat in a gifted
program are slim. Given the number of limited seats for gifted programs, schools must develop
a systematic approach for providing academic services for high-ability learners who either
(a) do not qualify for a seat in a gifted program due to space unavailability; (b) received scores
that do not meet the competitive 97–99-percentile rank, (c) live geographically far from a highquality school, or (d) do not engage in the cumbersome registration process. This will help
address the barriers precluding families’ access to gifted programs by developing a systematic
approach for educating high-ability learners.
The schoolwide enrichment model is a research-based model that has been successfully
implemented in thousands of schools nationwide to address the needs of high-ability learners and
cultivate giftedness in all students (Renzulli & Reis, 1985). This model provides enriched
learning opportunities to all students by focusing on the individualized strengths and interests of
each child. Specifically, each student has a learning profile that includes engaging and
challenging learning experiences that culminate in a real-world project specific to the child’s
strengths and interests. This strength-based approach to teaching challenging material, which is
aligned to students’ interests, can engage all learners in a school community, thereby minimizing
the need for advanced learners to search for screened schools that cater only to gifted students.
This instructional model can combat the deficit lens of students from historically marginalized
groups and promote a culturally responsive approach to their interests and strengths. Coupled
with teacher training in developing the strengths and talents of gifted students from diverse
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backgrounds, an assets-based approach for teaching all learners can be cultivated and expand
opportunities for students to reach their full potential.
Limitations
There are several important limitations when interpreting the results of this study. First,
the results of this study do not generalize due to the low sample size. Due to COVID-19, the
researcher was unable to recruit directly from NYCDOE public schools to increase the sample
size. In this study, 95.2% of the sample included parents who attained a degree in higher
education and only 10.8% of respondents qualified for free or reduced lunch. Hence, the study
does not generalize to families who are not as educated or of lower socioeconomic status.
Moreover, of the 83 respondents in this study, only 25 identified as Black or Latino, which
limited the power of the statistical analyses applied in this study. Additionally, the demographic
information and responses collected from the respondents in the survey represent the
perspectives of one parent from each family unit. The survey did not collect data from the other
parent in a two-parent household and/or from extended family members in the household.
For the qualitative methods used in this study, a high threshold of 75% was used to
identify themes from the semistructured interviews with participants. Although the high
threshold was intentionally created to identify the most predominant themes across the entire
data set, it is important to note that subthemes were absorbed into larger themes, which limits the
richness of the data. Furthermore, this study examined the experiences of Black and Latino
families who successfully navigated and enrolled their child in a gifted program. Hence, this
study does not consider the experiences or challenges of families who did not apply to, enroll, or
were not accepted into a gifted program. Lastly, this study did not represent families whose
children were enrolled in and subsequently withdrew from gifted programs.
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Implications for Research
Implications for research include the following: (a) conducting a longitudinal study, (b)
applying further research on Yosso’s (2005) theoretical framework to different groups of
families, and (c) utilizing the Community Cultural Wealth of Gifted Families Survey instrument
with different student populations. Future research would benefit from a longitudinal study of a
larger and more diverse sample of Black and Latino families across varying sociodemographics
with children in gifted programs. A longitudinal study will allow a better understanding of how
families support their children through the various stages of their child’s academic trajectory.
Moreover, research on Black and Latino families who chose not to apply, applied but declined a
seat in a gifted program, or applied and did not have a qualifying score is also needed to gain
insight on the varying ways families engage in the admissions process and various outcomes
related to the underrepresentation of historically marginalized students in gifted programs. This
focus on research coupled with the perspective of how Black and Latino students navigate gifted
programs can provide additional insight into the experiences of these historically marginalized
groups.
Additionally, further research on community cultural wealth theory and its application to
families with children of different student populations would further shed light on how families
employ different forms of capital on behalf of their children. Considering the school system is
comprised of diverse learners, it would be beneficial to understand how families draw on their
community cultural wealth to support their children with varied needs. This can be particularly
informative for families with children who are uniquely served in the school system, such as
English language learners and students with disabilities. This insight can help educators and
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policymakers identify the existing supportive structures that can be leveraged and enhanced to
support all families with navigating their child’s school and educational experience.
Lastly, other scholars can modify the original survey instrument the researcher developed
for this study to explore the assets of families of different student populations, such as English
language learners and students with disabilities. The resources and networks families leverage
can be examined on a greater scale from multiple perspectives using the survey instrument with
other groups of families. This insight can add to our existing understanding of family
engagement and the collective strengths of families.
Conclusion
To tap into the full potential of families as partners in their child’s education, it is
important that educational institutions develop a model for family engagement that is parentcentered, leverages their voice, and empowers their collective agency. Families must be
recognized for their strengths and assets as an entry point for their engagement. In the case of
gifted programs, families from historically marginalized groups were adept at leveraging their
high aspirations for their children by capitalizing on their social networks and other community
resources to strategically plan for the success of their child to apply, enroll, and persist in a gifted
program. Despite inaccessible information, a one-dimensional assessment for giftedness, and
other cultural roadblocks, the Black and Latino families in this study managed to overcome these
institutional barriers and become representative of a small fraction of families accepted into a
gifted program. This flips the traditional form of school-centered family engagement upside
down and reveals that there is more to learn about mobilizing the assets of families for their
collective interests, needs, and priorities.
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APPENDIX F
COMMUNITY CULTURAL WEALTH OF GIFTED FAMILIES SURVEY

Community Cultural Wealth of Gifted Families Survey
Directions: Please answer the following questions about your background.
Section I: Demographic Questions
1) Please indicate the age category that best describes you:
1. (18-30) 2. (31-40) 3. (41-50) 4. (50+)
2) Do you qualify for free and/or reduced lunch?
1. Yes
2. No
3. Don’t Know/Not Sure

3) What is the highest degree or level of education you have completed?
1. Less than a high school diploma
2. High school diploma
3. Trade School
4.
Bachelor’s degree
5.
Master’s Degree
6.
Doctorate
4) Which cultural group(s) best describes you? (Check all that apply)
1. Asian-American
2. Black, Afro-Caribbean, or African American
3. White, Caucasian, or Euro-American
4. Hispanic or Latino
5. Middle Eastern
6. South Asian
7. East Asian
8. Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
9. Other (please specify)
5) What is your native language?
1. English
2. Spanish
3. Polish
4. Portuguese
5. French
6. Chinese
7. Arabic
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8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Swahili
Hausa
Igbo
Yoruba
Bengali
Other ______(Please specify)

6) Besides your native language, what other languages are spoken at home?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

No other language/English only
Spanish
Polish
Portuguese
French
Chinese
Arabic
Swahili
Hausa
Igbo
Yoruba
Bengali
Other ______(Please specify)

7) How many people live in your household? (Drop-down menu with #1-10+)
8) Based on the relationship to the child, how many of each of the family members
listed below live in your household?
Number of Family Members
Father
Mother
Grandparents
Aunts
Uncles
Cousins
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Brother
Sister

9) Did you attend a gifted program when you were a child?
o
o

Yes
No

Directions: If you have more than one child who has attended or is currently enrolled in a
gifted program, please base your responses on your first child.
10) Which of the following types of preschools did your child attend?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Universal Pre-K (known as UPK through NYCDOE)
Private/ Independent pre-school
Charter pre-school
No preschool
Other (please specify): __________________

11) What is your child’s current grade level in the gifted program?
o Kindergarten
o 1st Grade
o 2nd Grade
o 3rd Grade
o 4th Grade
o 5th Grade
o 6th Grade
o 7th Grade
o 8th Grade
o 9th Grade
o 10th Grade
o 11th Grade
o 12th Grade
o My child has graduated from a gifted program
o I withdrew my child from a gifted program
12) If you selected that your child graduated, what grade level did your child graduate from in
the gifted program?
o Kindergarten
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

1st Grade
2nd Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade
5th Grade
6th Grade
7th Grade
8th Grade
9th Grade
10th Grade
11th Grade
12th Grade

13) If you selected that you withdrew your child from a gifted program, what grade level did you
withdraw your child?
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Kindergarten
1st Grade
2nd Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade
5th Grade
6th Grade
7th Grade
8th Grade
9th Grade
10th Grade
11th Grade
12th Grade

14) Which is your primary reason for choosing to withdraw your child from a gifted program?
o
o
o
o
o

Safety Concerns
Geographic Inconvenience
School Quality Challenges
To attend a non-public school
Other (please specify): ___________________

Section II: Familial Experiences and Perceptions
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Please read each statement carefully. Decide to what degree you believe each statement describes
your thoughts and experiences in a gifted program. If you have more than one child, please base
your responses on the experience of your first child.
Subscale: Aspirational Capital
15. I want my child to be in a gifted program to be around other high-achieving students.
1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly Disagree

16. I believe that my child will receive a better education in a gifted program than in any other
school setting.
1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly Disagree

17. I want my child to attend a gifted program so he/she can have a better education than I did.
1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly Disagree

18. I believe that attending a gifted program will increase my child’s chances for getting into a
better high school or college.
1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly Disagree

19. I believe that attending a gifted program will better prepare my child for his/her future
career.

1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly Disagree

Subscale: Resistant Capital
20. In my family, we think it is important to discuss how to overcome inequalities.
1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly Disagree
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21. It is important in my family to seek out members of our own cultural group in order to
support my child’s experience in a gifted program.
1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly Disagree

22. In our family, it is important to seek out resources (e.g. books, programs, activities) that
celebrate our culture.
1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly Disagree

23. My family believes it is important to share our experience about gifted programs with other
members of our cultural group.
1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly Disagree

24. In my family, we think it is important to discuss overcoming stereotypes in society.
1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly Disagree

Please note that questions numbered 20-39 use a frequency scale of never to often.
Subscale: Navigational Capital
25. I accessed information from my child’s school or community-based organization(s) to
understand the admissions or enrollment process for gifted programs.
1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

26. I sought out members in my family or community for advice or tips on the admissions or
enrollment process for gifted programs.
1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

27. I sought out books or online resources on the admissions or enrollment process for gifted
programs.
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1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

28. I spent time contacting school officials if I had questions about gifted programs.
1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

29. My child attended classes outside of school to prepare for the gifted admissions test.
1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

Subscale: Linguistic Capital
30. I sought out people who spoke my native language to discuss the admissions and enrollment
process for gifted programs.
1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

31. I sought out people who spoke my native language in order to discuss supporting my child’s
educational experience a TAG.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

32. I encourage my child to learn or speak another language other than English.
1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

33. I speak a different language, other than English, with families in my child’s gifted program.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never
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34. I teach my child that there is a difference between language spoken in school and outside
school.
1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

Subscale: Familial Capital
35. I consulted with several family members to make sure a gifted program was the best choice
for my child.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

36. School work and assignments are a major topic of discussion in our family.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

37. I am in regular contact with my child’s teacher about his/her progress.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

38. Members of my immediate family (e.g. mother, father, brothers, or sisters) help to support
my child to succeed in a gifted program.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

39. Members of my extended family (e.g. grandparent, aunts, uncles, or cousins) help to support
my child to succeed in a gifted program.
1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never
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Subscale: Social Capital
40. I seek out members of the community (e.g. non-family members) to help support my child’s
education in a gifted program.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

41. I regularly attend school events to support my child’s education in a gifted program.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

42. I regularly attend community events outside of school to support his/her education in a
gifted program.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

43. I access community resources (e.g. library, churches, or community organizations) to help
support my child’s education in a gifted program.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

44. I socialize with families outside of my own neighborhood community.

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Rarely

4. Never

Section III: Open-Ended Questions
Directions: Please provide a short response to the following questions.
45. How would you describe your child’s experience in a gifted program?
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46. Describe any obstacles you overcame having your child attend a gifted program.
47. Is there anything else you would like to share about the admissions process or
education your child is receiving in TAG?
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APPENDIX G
INTERVIEW SCRIPT & SEMISTRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
Interview Script & Semistructured Interview Questions
Introduction Thank you very much for taking the time to meet with me today. As my email
mentioned, I am in a doctoral program at Hunter College and I am studying
gifted education. I am interested in how families experience gifted programs,
specifically Black and Latino families. As a Latina who attended a gifted
program as a child and now a leader of a gifted school, this is something I am
deeply passionate about. Speaking with you today will provide greater insight
into how the field can better support families in gifted programs.

Directions

The interview will last approximately 30 minutes. Your responses will inform
my research study. Please know that anything you share with me today will be
kept strictly confidential and is completely voluntary. You may stop the
interview at any point.
I will ask you five questions about your experience as a parent of a
child/children in a gifted program. You will have a maximum of five minutes to
answer each question. In the interest of moving the interview along and time,
I will stop you after 5 minutes and move on to the next question. Please know
that there are no right or wrong answers. You are allowed to skip any
questions you do not want to answer. You are also allowed to stop the
interview at any point.
For each question, I will read the question out loud and provide an
opportunity for you to read the question to yourself before answering. Do
you have any questions? Are you ready to begin?

Questions

1. Why did you apply to a gifted program? What would you like your child to
get out of his/her experience in a gifted program? (Aspirational Capital)
•
To what extent is the gifted program meeting your hopes and
dreams for your child?
2. How did you figure out how the admissions process for gifted programs
works? Did you have any help? (Navigational Capital and Social Capital)
• How challenging was the experience for you?
• What is something that you did not anticipate as part of the
admissions process/enrollment process? Who did you rely on
to attend/gain admission to a gifted program?
• What types of support or resources helped you the most with
supporting your child academically and socially in a gifted
program?
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3. To what degree are other family members involved in your child’s
experience in a gifted program? (Familial Capital)
4. Do you think your cultural identity played a role in shaping your child’s
education in a gifted program in any way? Why or why not? (Resistant
Capital)
5. What advice/tips would you give to a future family who wants to attend a
gifted program?

Closure

6. If applicable: Did knowing another language support your experience as a
parent at all? (Linguistic Capital)
I want to thank you for taking the time to share your experiences with me.
This will really help to inform my research and the field to better understand
families in gifted programs. Again, your responses are completely confidential.
If I have any follow up questions about your responses, would it be ok to
contact you?
Thank you again so much for your time today.

